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RicuT HONOURABLE 


THOMAS, 


Lord Viſcount WEYMO UTE. 


Aa 
hu 


ee written in the 
higheſt Strain of Com- 
plaiſance. They find or make 
thoſe worthy Perſons, to whom 
they are addreſs'd, Maſters in 
every way. The Patron ſel- 
dom wants any Thing that is 
great or good, except the Re- 


2 putation... . 


DEDICATION. 
putation of being known to have 


it; and happily it falls out for 


him that the Author in whoſe 
Favour he is, has ſecur'd that 


Point. Though hope and wiſn 


as glorious Things of Your 


Lordſhip as poſlible, and am 
not alone in thinking You give 
us the Promiſes of all, Yaur 
Friends can deſire, or Your 


Enemies (if You ſhould have 


any) fear in You: I've taken 
upon me, with great Submiſſi- 
on, 3 to be Your Advi- 


ſer than Your Panegyriſt. My 


Intention in this Addreſs might 


juſtly be called a ſtrange Pre- 
ſumption, but that I recom- 
mend Revealed Religion; and 


extreme Vanity, if what I of- 


fer to Your Lordſhip was any 


Thing of my own, and not 


the 


5 * 68! 
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the Work of a very Learned 
and Excellent Perſon ; a Perſon. 
who choſe to follow good Prin- 
ciples through a variety of Dif- 
ficulty and Affliction; and in 
better Times, when diſtin guiſh'd 
Merit might have expected a 
Reward, was honourably taken 
Notice of by the whole Cler- 
gy of France, before either pror 
vides for in Circumſtances, or 
dignify'd in Character by his 
own Country. The Satisfacti- 
on Your Lordſhip will reap 
from an early Regard to the 
Doctrines in theſe Pieces con- 
tained, is inexpreſſible. How _ 
meanly ſoever they may be ſpo- 
ken of by ſome, there is no 


_ folid Virtue, no comfortable 


Hope without them. The Pre- 


cepts of our great Lord leave 


43 us 


DEDICATION 
us not to the Uncertainty of 


Humane Reaſoning, or the De- 
ductions of fallible Men; and 


the Example of God manifeſt 


in the Fleſh has either given 


Life and Spirit to a virtuous 


Practice, or we muſt deſpair 


of thoſe Advantages from any 
other Quarter. If a Creature 
can't be profitable to God, where 


is Merit? If no Merit, no Re- 


ward but by Grace; if no Re- 


ward but by Grace, no Diſco- 
very of it but by Revelation. 
The Schemes of Convenience, 
and the fine-ſpun Thread of the 
Moraliſts may ſhew You ſome- 
thing of Virtue ; Point of Ho- 


nour may contribute to bind it 
upon You ; but the only firm. 


Obligation 3 is ſtill wanting, the 
Divine Authqrity of him who 
has 


Wo. ire ine En, 


— 


Dear 
has preſcrib'd it. The Hopes of 
Reward may ſhine 1n upon You 
at certain lucid Intervals, and 
leave You again when You moft 
Vant them; but Revelation, my 
Loxv, the deſpis'd Doctrines of 
a crucify'd ſeſus, God and Man, 
can only give You any rational 
Aſſurance. | 


TIN Gs of this abſtruſe Na- 
ture may be thought utterly im- 
proper for Your Lordſhip now; 
but if they are of fo great Uſe, 
if ſo much depends upon them, 
the Mind can't contract too ear- 
ly an Acquaintance with them, 
and till a maturer Age ſhall have 
put Your Lordſhip in Poſſeſſion 
of the Learned Languages and 
Theological Terms, this plain 
Verſion may perhaps contribute 


A 4 ſome» 


„ 
ſomething to Your Inſtruction. 
That You may be a Defence to 
Religion, an Ornament to Y our 
great Birth and Titles, and by 
an Exemplary Virtue and Holy 
Zeal derive a Bleſſing upon thoſe 
ple Fortunes, which the Al- 
mighty has beſtow'd upon You, 


is and ſhall be the fervent Prayer 
= 1 


My Loxv, 


Tour Lo RDSHIP's 
moſt Obedient 
Humble Scruant 


and C baplain, 


FR. HoLLANP. 
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THE. 
Tranſlator's Preface. 


— 


HE Writings of that excellent Prelate Biſhop 

-—1\| Bull, i Defence of our Lord's Divinity, have 
| TL 1p} been ſo eſteemed by the Learned at Home and 

Abroad, that it is ſtrange they have not been 

made popular by a Tranſlation long ago. They 
have extorted the Commendation of thoſe, who approve not 
hat they maintain; are, at the loweſt, allowed to be wrote 
as well as the Cauſe would bear, and there only to fail where 
nothing can ſucceed. The Authority of two very worthy Per- 
ſons may be thought to lie againſt this Deſign, I mean Mr. 
Nelſon and Dr. Waterland, who join in this Character of 
the Right Reverend Author: He would not write to the 
Vulgar and Unlearned, (which is beginning at the wrong end, 
and doing nothing),but to the Learned and Judicious; know- 
ing it to be the ſureſt and the ſhorteſt Way, and that, if the 
Point be gained with them, the reſt come in of courſe; if not, 
all is to no purpoſe. The Diſcretion of the great Man was 
highly commendable, and the Reflection upon it very juſt ; but 
the Circumſtances of our Times are ſuch, as will not ſuffer 
the ſame Method to be accounted either Religions or Prudent. 
ke f | |  Norwith- 


Pl 
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Notwithſtanding this Obſervation upon the * th Conduct, 
left him by him- 


both the learned Men concerned in it, have 
ſelf, and found themſelves under a Neceſſity of defending the 


ſame Principles, he did, in their Mother-Tongue. The Suc- 

ceſſors of Sandius, Epiſcopius and Zuicker, Men as well 
Shill' d in Languages, as they, have diſcovered a nearer Way to 
their end than mature Conſideration, and à ſeparate Adareſs 
zo the proper Fuages : They have filled all places with their 
vain Boaſts of the Antients, and choſe rather to make Pro- 
ſehtes upon ſolemn ungrounde4 Aſſertions among the People, 
than appeal diretty to the Fudicious. It is now no longer 


our Buſmeſs generouſly to engage a foreign Adverſary of our 


Lord's: We have now no Occaſion to croſs the Seas for Men 
of this mold. Thoſe of our own Soil are neither few, nor 
ſecret ; neither obſcure, nor timorous. They write and tran- 
ſlate without end. They calculate their Schemes for every 
Age, Sex, and Capacity. Our Pens need not be employ d 
nod in unravelling the Deſign, or detecting the Errors of a 
French Feſair, a Poliſh or Pruſſian Fugitive, unleſi e will 
court the Fate of that People, hM Were ſo hot upon extend 
ing their Conqueſts Abroad, that they loſt their Native Coun- 


1 77. 


But though our preſent Condition makes it neceſſary to lay 
alide the Biſhop's Prudential, it may perhaps be thought that his 
learned Pieces will not bear a Trazſlation ; that, as they are 
made up of Teſtimonies, or Authorities and Reaſonings upan 
them, and thoſe ſometimes built upon Philological Critic, ſo, 
when tranſlated, they will loſe much of their force, ſcarce be 
intelligible, but by no means pleaſant, and from the real Teſti- 
mom of Autiquity, become no more than the hear-ſay of a 
Modern. All this may be confeſſed, and yet there may be 
Juſt Reaſon for this Work, What has been often practiſed by. 


' thoſe of the other ſide, can't by them be rationally blamed in 


their Adverſaries. It is pretended by Dr. Clarke, Dr. 
Whitby, Oc. that the Fathers of the —_ firſt Centuries are 
on their fide. Speciozus Citations are publiſh'd to that purpoſe, 
frequent Appeals io ASS, and Conjettures advanced upon — 
[7 | : 
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old Readings. Shall it then be deemed 4 Fault on the other 
. fide to oppoſe theſe Citations, to clear and reſene them 
their reſpective fraudulent Poſſeſſors, to throw off the Interpo- 
lations, and ſupply the Defetts of them ? To ſhew their true 
Senſe, and, which is often neceſſary, to point out where t 
are really to be met with. Does a Paſſage tranſlated boſe its 
| farce on one ſide, and continue as good as ever on the other & 
Is it not then neceſſary to engage them at their own Weapon ; 
by this Method to ſatisfy the rated Minds of well-meaning 
Men; to ſhew them that they have the Voice of the Scrip- 
tures ſpeaking for them, not as depraved by perverſe, partial, 
and ſubtile Comments, \but as believed, taught, and explained 
by Perſons of Holineſs and Simplicity, from the Apoſtolical Age 
to that Period, in which the preſent Creed was declared ? But 
: beſrdes, if this is ſeriouſly the Caſe, why have we tranſlated 
the Holy Scriptures Have not they loſt as much of their 
Evidence and Authority by the Verſions as any other tranſlated 
Books ? Im afraid more. Are they conſidered as tranſlated, 
Original Teſtimony, or Hear-ſay ? Humane or Divine? Where 
are there greater Difficulties ; and what Volumes has it coſt 
the Learned to make them underſtood ? Upon this Account 
then, as well as from the Conduit of the Adverſary, there 
lies no Objection to this Attempt. It may be allowed that the 
Pleaſure of Reading will be but ſmall, if that is conceived 
chiefly to conſiſt in witty and quaint Expreſſions, ſurprizing 
Turns of T hought, flowing Periods, and an agreeable variety 
of Meaſure : But as the true Ornaments in our Author's 
Way were an exact Method, perſpicuity of Style, and juſt Rea- 
ſoning, there is no doubt but that he who takes Satisfattion in 
à ſearch after Truth, the ſettling his own Principles, and the 
promoting Religion in a profane Age, will find what he much 
wanted and deſired. | 9855 


Beſides, the Defence of the great Prelate could not be fo 
effettually made any other way as by a Tranſlation of theſe 
Pieces. Dr. Clarke, Mr. Whiſton, and others, have in in- 
numerable Paſſages of their Writings repreſented him as ſpeak- 
ing very favonrably on their fide, and as inconfiſtents — 

cv 
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dever he oppoſes them. Here the Engliſh Reader may ſee 
15 whole 1 and if ſolicitous — 5 Truth and 25 
make a ſolid Fudgment upon him and his Animadverters. In 
abrupt Fragments there is opportunity to aecerve, but where 
the whole is laid before us, there is ſcarce room for a Mi- 
flake. Here he may perceive the Unfairneſs of inſiſting upon 
all Paſſages ſeemingly derogatory, and particularly upon the 
whole Section concerning the Subordination, without any No- 
rice of thoſe other Parts, which will not admit ſuch a Con- 
ſtruction; cr the leaſt Attempt to prove, that he ho wrote the 
one, could not rationally be the Author of the other. 


As the Defence of our Learned Author, and the Manape- 
ment of the Controverſy on the other ſide may well juſtify this 


Attempt, ſo I hope the Difficulties hich occurred in it have 


rather increaſed my trouble, than will give any Uneaſmeſs to 
the Reader. It 1s greatly to my Satisfattion, that this way 
of Writing ſo full of Breaks and Citations will ſcarce admit 
Ornament, or Elegance, Talents I don't pretend to. All I 
would promiſe is, that the Evidence ſhall appear in its full 
ferce, and hat Spirit ſoever the Book may have loft in the 
Transfuſion, that the Senſe and Subſtance fhall remain ſound 


and perfect. The Citations have already paſt — fo ma- 


1 Hands, both Friends and Adverſaries, that though they 
might all have been collated with eaſe, I could not ſee any 
Reaſon for ſuch obſcure Diligence. I therefore have contented 
my ſelf with juſtifying the Author, where Dr. Clarke, &c. 
have thought fit to cenſure him ; in which part of the Work 
Dr. Waterland has in a great Meaſure prevented me. I 
have in ſhort endeavoured to make a good Book more uſeful, 
and with all my Heart wifh it might have been the Buſineſs of 


an abler Hand. 


* My Deſin, and the manner of executing it thus briefly 
ſbeun, I beg leave to give ſom? Account of this way of Mi- 
ring), F App als to Antiquity. | 


$5.44 
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e 4s very well calculated to promote the Intereſt of Religi- 


on, as it applies to the good Senſe and mature Fudgment of 
all Men. Its Approaches to the Mind or Underſtanding are 
gentle and meth, It does not formally diſpute, where the 
Sentiment is never ſo Argumentative ; nor only count Names 


in producing ſo many Perſons of the ſame Opinion. It lays 


down the Evidence in its full Strength, and then asks, whe=. 


ther it is concluſrue, or not. How ſrongh ſoever any Thing 
is urged, it may be conſidered without that Reluttance, which 
direct Oppoſition creates, or living Controvertiſts raiſe ; and if 
the Mind is once brought to a modeſt Diffidence of it ſelf, and 
a due Regard for the Sentiments of Men, as earned and ho- 
zeſt as thoſe of the preſent Age, and bleſſed with far greater 


Opportunities of knowing the Truth than any we have, great 
Satisfattion will ariſe from it. It will preclude the Fancies 


of metaphyſical Heads. It will ſettle our own Reaſon, by ſbenu- 
ing us the general Suffrage. It will adjuſt the Senſe of dif- 


ficult Striptures, and give us a rational Account of the Au- 
thority of our Bible. To its own imrinſic Worth it has this to 
be added, that it has been of great force with Men of the 
beſt Judgment and Temper, and that thoſe who through the 
Intemperance of Oppoſition have at one time rejected it, at 
another have plumed greatly upon it. Indeed it would be a 
. wonder not to find this general Inclination towards it, when © 


humanely ſpeaking, there is no ſtronger Argument of Trath 
than the Concurrence of ſuch Circumſtances in the Evidence for 
it, as we find in this Caſe, viz. | 


1. Men of the greateſt Simplicity, accuſtomed to every 
Thing more than the uſe of their Reaſon, may eaſily be drawn 
into any Schemes; but that thoſe who have excelled in a na- 
tural Quickneſs of Underſtanding, have been admired for Arts, 

Eloquence, and Critic, ſhonld give in to the ſame, and expreſs 
\ themſelves in Subſtance at leaſt after the ſame manner, would 
be ſtrange, if the Opinion they held in common was not juſtly 


grounded. 


2. Thoſe 


| 
4 
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2. T hoſe who have been trained up in ſervile Employments, 
and by + 0. rhe of their Gade and Bean been uſed 
to bend to every Sentiment ; who had not much to loſe, if 
nothing to gain, might be led to think with every Mam in his 
turn; but that Men in the higheſt Glory of Civil Affairs, Men 
of the moſt eminent Station, and conſiderable Fortunes, ſhould 
lay themſelves under Odium and Incapacities for a falſe Notion 
is ſcarce to be thought. | 


3. The Inhabitants of a ſmall or large Kingdom might be 
brought to concur in Profeſſion by Force or Artifice ; but that 
People of diſtant Nations, neither under the ſame Governours, 
nor the ſame Forms of Government, nor a common Intereſt, 
ſhould agree, is ſcarce to be accounted for from any T hing bur 
the Power of Truth. | ; 

4. The Boldneſs and 3 of the African and 
Aſiatic Style might make ſome J hings appear grand and ſur- 
prixing, which were not ſo." The rough Northern Strain 
might on the other Hand as much depreciate great Matters, 
and the mutual Diverſity of Idioms might render it difficult to 
repreſent the ſame Thing ſo, as that it ſhould attually be 
known to be the ſame; but here again to find all Agreement 
ſuppoſes a great deal of Truth. 19 85 | 


5. The Tempers of Men make as great an Alteration in 
their way of Writing, as any Thing; and where this notwith= 
ſtanding, there is an Agreement, it is generally Truth that 
brings them together. Some rite with an Air of Authority. 

Wil them all is Aphoriſm and Precept. T hey ſeem to ſuppoſe 
themſelves out of the ay of being 8 and frequently 
ſpeak, with an almoſt ung uarded Simplicity. Others have a 
more flowing, free Vein, back every Aſſertion with an Argu- 
ment, and prevent an Ob jection by anſwering unaskt. A third 
ſort, as though diſdaining the obvious Clearneſs of the one, and 
the anthoritative Simplicity of the other, ſets up for ſomething 
. above both, and often arrives at ſuch an Obſcurity as is not ro 


be 


FL 
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be underſtood, or ſuch a Nicety as is not to be built upon. 
All theſe when found concurring in the ſame Propoſition, 
though not taking the ſame iy to illuſtrate, explain, or 
prove it, are frrong Inducements to every ſober Man to 
think there is ſomething in it. What Ignatius commands 
and teaches ; what Barnabas's Allegorics, Hermas's J iſions, 
&c. Clement's Learning of the Antients, Tertullian's Sub. 
tlety, Trenzus's Traditive Reſearches, Origen's Critic and 
Philoſophy, &c. embrace; what Perſons of all Attain- 
ments, Employs, Climates, Languages, Intereſts, Tempers, 
and Deſigns have conſentiently held, comes greatly recommend- 
ed to every modeſt ſenſible Man. | 


6. But this, as ſtrong as it may ſeem, is not all that aue 
fond in ſome Caſes. I hus when thoſe divided from the 
Body, ſtill hold any Opinions held by that Body, it is a 
ſtrong Frogs they are true; becauſe it is naturally to 
be ſuppoſed, that having broken through that Tenderneſs, 
which would have prevented the Separation, they are now 


preparing to make the Catalogue of their Reaſons for it as 
large as they can. | | | 


7. Alain, when thoſe Perſons ho are ſuſpected of He- 
veſy do plainly groumd their Notions upon Principles in com- 
mum with thoſe, who are by themſelves eſteemed Heretics, 
Jo that the Oppoſition made by the Orthodox, Was either not 
ſtrong enough againſt the antient Heretics, or elſe too ſtrong 
for the preſent, this is alſo another promiſing Circumſtance ; 
becauſe it muſt be the force of Truth only, which could make 
them condemn themſelves in the Perſons of others. 


8. When the Scoffs and Narratives of profeſt Enemies, 

and the direct Aſſ.rtions of thoſe who in ſome Points divide 

. from the Body, and the plain Conſequences of their Conceſ- 

frons, who in the very Point in Queſtion diſſent, do all ap- 

pear to confirm the Sentiment and Declaration contended for, 
what can be deſired more? 


But 


— A. 


* 
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But yet Imuſt add another Circumſtance of this 


Evidence; if we find the Fathers from the ſirſt ex- 


preſſing themſelves after that manner which ſome 
are pleaſed to call inconſiſtency : If they aſſert the 


Divinity of our Lord clearly, and at the ſame time 


maintain his Subordination to the Father : If they 
have done thus not only in popular, but controver- 
ſial Pieces, and their Sentiment has been embraced 
by the beſt ſucceeding Writers, nay their very Words 
retained, except where they became a Subterfuge 
for Heretics, and then only explained in the Creeds, 
not rejected or altered in the Writings of particu- 
lar Doctors, is it not ſtrange to think that Men 
of Simplicity, Clearneſs, Subtlety, Learning, and an 


Inclination to teach others, ſhould all conſpire toge- 
ther to Write in ſuch a Way as ſhould puzzle 


ſucceeding Ages to underſtand them, ſhould ſeem 
contradittory and obſcure to the greateſt degree, 
when according to the Arian Scheme there is no- 
thing in Nature clearer or more eaſy to be expreſ= 
fed than that, which they have left ſo intricate 

and involved? 1s it not ſtrange that the Poſt-Ni- 
cene Fathers ſhould ſtrenuouſiy contend for and of. 
ten uſe the Terms moſs admired by the Arians, if 


they were thought by the Ante-Nicene 10 infer the 


Arian Doctrine, and uſed with that View ? 


Fan Evidence thus circumſtantiated is of force 
to perſuade, our Fudicious and Learned Biſhop has. 
furniſh'd us with it. He has defended the Nicene 
Creed, and -plainly ſhewn that the Authors in An- 
tiquity prior to it, notwithſtanding they lay under 
all the difficulty before ſuggeſted, have entirely con- 
curred in the Doctrine therein defined. They have 
all wrote the ſame Things. Thoſe that. were in 
other Points deemed Erroneous, have conſented here. 
Theſe who in the” Article of our Lord's Divinity - 
have gone off from the Nicene Fathers, ſtand con- 

: | demned 
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tlemned in the Perſon and Character of the more 
antient and confeſſed Heretics. Thoſe who ſet up 
For the Wits of their Age, and profeſſedly oppoſed 

our Holy Religion, ſcoffed at Chriſtianity upon the 
very Grounds, for which now Chriſizans would have 
it correfted. The Controverſy is reduced to the Proof 
of this Fa, that the Nicene Fathers did not de- 
fine or declare any Thing as an Article of Faith, 
which was not ſo from the Beginning. It is not writ- 
tien in Oppoſition to; or as a Supplement of the Scrip- 
rꝛure-Doctrine, but as a ſtrong Probability that the 
Doctrine ſaid to be contained therein by the Orthodox, 
is the true Senſe of Scripture. It claims not upon 
Infallibility, and ſtrict Certainty, but upon this. ras 
tional Foundation That it is ſcarce poſſible Men 
of Senſe and Learning ſhould not underſtand the 
firſ# Principles of that Faith, which was delivered 
to every Catechumen; that pious and prudent Men 
ſhould endeavour to conceal it; that Men under 
the promiſe of Divine Aſſiſtance, and the Uſe of the beſÞ 
Means ſhould be deceived ; and that thoſe Fathers who 
were before the Nicene Council, and thoſe who. 
. were after it, ſhould agree in the 7 of the ſame 

ſeemingly depreciating Expreſſions, and yet the Mem- 
gers of the Council neither. diſſenting from thoſe be- 
fore them, nor thoſe that followed them, but agree» 
ing with: both ſhould give us a new Creed, and 
put a Cheat upon the World. It no further med- 
ales with any Explanations of the Myſtery, where- 
ſoever occuring, than by rendering the meaning of 
the Words plain, to ſhew the general Senſe of the 
Article. It wiſhes that Men in all Ages had ſtoud 
clear of this. Preſumption, and by believing as the 
Scripture teaches, and the antient Doctors conſenti- 
ently expound, had kept themſelves free from endleſs, 
unprofitable Diſputes, and preſerved the Peace of the 
Church. There is in it no Controverſy about Words, 
but from the Collation of an Author with himſelf, 
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or thoſe of the ſame Age, or others with whom be 
either plainly profeſſed, or might reaſonably be ſuppo- 
ſed to agree in Sentiment; no depreciating Holy Scrip- 


ture, nor advancing the Tradition of the truly Ca- 


tholic Church; but ſuch a temperate Procedure, as 
allows the one to be what it truly is, the greateſt Au- 


thority, and the other the ſoundeſt Explication. It 


is really an appeal to the Senſe of Mankind upon the 


moſt ſacred Doctrine of the Church, and ſtands in 
need of no other Preparation in a Reader than Hu- 
mility and a ſober Mind. “o impartial, as that 
the moſt rigid and expert Writers for the Arian 
Scheme have borrowed their ſtrongeſt Objections 


from it; and ſo full, that out of it the Orthodox 


have ſupplyed them with that they overlooked, An- 


ſewers to them. It is to be lamented that the fame 
thoſe of the other 


fide , but that ſuch a Yein of Sophiſtry and Mi/- 


Method has not been purſued” by 


repreſentation has run through their . orks. 


With what artful Harangue do ſome of them 
| lament the daily advances of Popery, and recom- 
mend the Authority of Hely Scripture in ſuch a 


ſtrenuouss manner, as though it was determined by 
their Adverſaries to lay aſide that Divine Book for 
humane and fallible Writings ! Who would think 
that after all, no more was intended than to uſe 


the beſt means of underſtanding the difficult Parts of 


it? Others make it their Bui neſs to cry down An- 
tiquity, not hy fnewing , that it is of no Uſe z" but 
by gravely proving that it is not equal to, nor . 
to ſuperſede the Word of God; not by any other 


Argument againſt it, than wohat will affect all bu- 
mane Writings ; namely, wiſe Suggeſtions that the | 
Fathers are fallible in themſelves, and have actually 


erred in many Particulars. Thus we cannot ſubmit 
to the Authority of Scripture without rejecting the 


Senſe of Antiquity ; or ſearch after the Senſe of An- 


tiquity 


 * 
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tiguity without doing deſpite to the Scriptures. Tho' 
the Bible can receive no new Force or Strength from 
the "Fathers; may it not receive from them ſome 
Light and Euplication? Muy then ſhould we obſti- 
ately refuſe our own advantage, and ſeparate Things, 

which may with the greateſt Benefit be joined en ? 


Others inſiſt upon the Simplicity of the moſt an- 
tient Creeds, and decry all ſubſequent Explications, 
They ſeem to think their Authority greater than it 
is; and though at other times they have too much 
Critic to allow the Creed, commonly fo called, to be the 
Apaſtles, often aſſert it is ſo to the Populace. Now 
what are Creeds but Extrafts from Scripture, and on- 
ly ſo far good and. obligatory as agreeable thereto ? 
And what ſhould give a ſober Man, and well pleaſed 
with the Creed commonly called the Apoſiles, any diſ- 
taſte in the Nicene or Conſtantinopolitan? The Ex- 
Planation of Difficulties has alway been allowed and 
practiced. What is the New Teſtament in many parts 
of it, but a Comment upon the Old? What are the 
Promiſes of God, or the Doctrines of Salvation the 
worſe for being made more explicite ? What are our 
preſent Laws in great part, but an Enlargement of 
thoſe more Antient, as remarkable for their Soundneſs, 
and much more ſo for their Simplicity? Was it Ne- 
ceſſity, Expedience, Tyrauny or Conceit that multi- 
plied, and extended them? May not the Church vary 
the "Expreſſions of the Creed for the general good, as 
well as the State alter thoſe of the Laus? May. nat 
too ſbort a Creed open the way to Impoſture' as well 
as too long an one? Can Words miſunderſtood ur 
abuſed be rectiſied without an Explication ? 1s it im- 
poſſible there ſhould be miſtake or deſign; and if ei- 
ther happens, is it amiſs to correct, or oppoſe them? 
If the ſame Faith is profeſſed, the Matter is nat 
great what Creed is made uſe of. And if any thing 
4s _ in one or another of them, there is u nearer .. 
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way to mend it than by endeavouring 70 poſſeſs the 
People that there has been an Aitempt upon their Un- 
derſtandings, and a real endeavour to corrupt their 
Faith ever ſince the Days of the Apoſtles. © For how 
Hort and ſimple ſoever the Creeds antienter than the 
Nicene were, there is a ſhorter, and a plainer, which 
Epiſcopius admires, in the Acts of the Apoſtles. 
Shall we reject all the other, and make that the Stand- 
ard? And ſhall we not afterwards, as they did, en- 
large by way of Explication ? This indeed, if "Men 
Would talk ſeriouſly, muſt be. Both Arians and Or- 
thodox agreed at Nice, &c. that| an Explanation 
was necdful; both offered their ſeveral Creeds, ſo 
then the whole Catholic Church, without Exception, 
thought the antient Simplicity was not ſo expedient as 
ſomething further, or at leaſt that an explanatory 
Creed was lawful, that to clear up a difficulty was 
no Impoſition, and that the Length or ſhortneſs of a 


Creed were matters either in themſelves indifferent, 


ar in certain Circumſtances very Sg 5 


Others are employed wholly in playing upon their 


8 disjointed ſentences, which indeed by 


themſelves ſpeak feemingly for them; but when con- 
ſidered with the whole Scheme, from which they are 


talen, are. ſtrong Arguments of the Candour, Con- 


ſeftency and Diligence of their reſpe&ive Authors. They 
"cunningly go off from the Queſtion by making that a 
Diſquiſition of Philology in general, which ought on- 
"Jy: to have been a ſearch after the Uſe of Words 
among the Fathers in Particular. Thus becauſe d tu 
wIG ſignifies unbegotten and unmade, they infer that 


our Lord is on'y unbegotten ; becauſe yt & ſignifies 


begotten and made, they infer that our Lord is on- 


'Iy made. Here they are plainly guilty of perverting 


the Senſe of thoſe, they pretend to explain. For tho 


-dyivrlG» doth in general ſigniſy both unbegotten and 
unmade, no Father ever AY it in the former ſenſe 


concerning 
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concerning the Lord Jeſus; and though vie does 
in general fignify begotten and made, no Father ever 
uſed it in the latter Senſe concerning our Lord. They 
ſtay not to ast how Origen, Clement, Irenæus, Sc. 
uſed: this or that Word; but having found, what the 
generally, received Idea and moſt extenſive Senſe is, 
they. take it for granted that ſo the Father argued 
Fog WA VEST ES 


Otbers again argue from Principles admitted by the 
Fathers to ſuch Concluſions as they never made. Thus 
becauſe. the Fathers allow a Subordination, they con- 
clude that the ſame Fathers hold either a /oecific Tri- 
nit, or an Tuferiority of Nature in the Son, &c. But 
both theſe Concluſions they were jo far from making, 
that they abborred them, They had too much Phila- 
ſophy to admit that à Subordination implyed an Info- 
riority of Nature; and too much Religion to receive 
Polytheiſm. They conſtantly aſſert an Equality and 
an Unity. | | 


Theſe Men regard not the different: Ends and De- 


ins of the Writers. From popular Tratts they cite what 


25 no where to be met in the more accurate Pieces. 
From an eager Qppoſition to the Sabellians they will 
have them to be Arians; and from their warm con- 
_ zefts with the Arians they infer that they are Sabel- 
lians. They endeavour either to make them their own, 
or ſhew that they are not worth notice. by ſuch Me- 
 #hods, as would introduce univerſal Confuſion, and 
render it too difficult to find out any Thing, but the 
fancied Errors of thoſe, who ſhould teach us. 


They find fault with the uſe of Metaphyſical Argu- 
ments, though they deal in them as often. as their Ad- 
verſaries; and are by no means for admitting remote 
Conſequenies. Granting what they call remote, to be 
really ſo, if the conſequences are juſty the difficulty of 

1 „„ coming 
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coming at them is no Objection againſt them. Neither 


Reaſon, nor Scripture encourage us to believe that Truth 


is always upon the Surface; and both our Lord and his 
Apoſtles, in points of the greateſt Importance, confu- 
ted thoſe, with whom they had to ay by IO. | 


\ fs a Word, one while they aa the fream. _ pry 
quity theirs, another while they care not vuhether it is 
or not. When urged with Scripture they produce an 
'antient Comment in a partial manner. When urged 
th Antiquity they produce à plauſible ambiguous 
Text. They deſire there may be no names of Diſtinction, 
but what they ſhall give, and are as uneaſy to be cal- 
led what they deſerve, as if they really thought them- 


ſelves in the wrong, In ſpite of Argument this muſt 
be the Concluſion, that the Doctrine of their Adver ſa- 
Ties is only Scholaſtical, and their Tenet purely Sabel- 
lian; o Points which they love 10 Here, but can i 


be prevailed with 10 prove. 


Jas pardon for this Digreſſion, and Gall now leave 


the Reader to peruſe the excellent Pieces tranſlated for 


bim, after 1 have rather pointed out, than cited at 
large what our famous Chillingworth ſays in favour 
of Antiquity. In his celebrated Book printed at Ox- 
ford 1638, he has conſidered the Rule of Faith, and 


#be Interpretation of it. In both theſe particular, 


he greatly depends upon the Voice of the Fatvers, the 
Primitive Church, and Univerſal Tradition." He 


affirms it to be a Thing credible in it ſelf . He 
'makes it the Baſis and Foundation of Scripture ; 


char, upon which it reſts, and from which it hath 
its Atteſtation. He allows that the Churches Inter- 


pretation, the Univerſal Church, is always-true * 


He challenges his Adver/ary to prove any lnterpreta- 


p. 62.8. 25. p.69. $. 45, 46. p. 98. . 119. P. 114. H. 155- 
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tion of his by Univerſal Tradition; and promiſes, we 
are ready to embrace it. No Man can aſſert it higb- 
er, or pay a greater deference to it than he does. He 
ſeems indeed almoſt to confine the uſe of it to one Point, 
abe proving the" Canon of Scripture. But this does 
vat make his Autharity the leſs in any other caſe. 
For he plainly confeſſes, nay contends for it, that 
where it is Univerſal, it is of it ſelf evidently credi- 
ble. Every one then is left to judge for himſelf, where 
it is Univerſal, and whereſoever it is ſo, Mr. Chil- 
lingworth has given us his Judgment That nothing 
more is requiſite, it is of it ſelf evidently credible. 


* - 


* ha 


The Reaper is deſir d to correct the Errors occa- 


ſioned by the great Diſtance between the Author 
and the Preſs. C 


* 


In the Firſt Vo I u ME. 


4 


a P AGE 21. Read World, for Word. p. 23. r. appoſite, f. oppo- 


fire. p. 25. r. Mortal. f. Moral. p.-62. Spiritual. f. Spirits.-p. 
89. r. into. f in. p. 129. in the Notes, r. Chapter. f. Church. p. 
139. Notes, r. Chapter. f. Chriſt. p. 159. r. our. f. one. p. 167. 
a Comma after Number. p. 168. r. took. f. look. p. 199. r. World. 
f. Mord. p. 222. r. Invifible. f. Viſible. p. 240. Notes, r. Chapter. 
f. Church. p. 246. r. almoſt. f. at moſt. p. 286. r. ſame. f. one. 
p. 305. r. owes. f. was. p. 327. r. her. f. that. p. 330. r. Nis. 
f. Nu. p. 352. Notes, r. Zonaras. f. Zonarus. p. 361. inſert 
[them] after ¶ be always had]. p. 377. r. Gu. f. AT. p. 393. 
after potentially, add [then he may be ſuppos d to ſay the Father ex- 
ited not actually, but potentially]. p. 394. r. in potentia. f. poten- 
tial. p. 411. r. time. f. him, p. 416. inſert after [with Go [but 
he was not the Word of God] according to our Author, &c. p. 417. 
r. in the four Chaptrers\s fi in the fourtia:Chapter. p. 426. r. I ay. 


. 


4. T. 10. f. know. p. 438. r. that,” „A. 
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PAGE 7. Read de fide. for, de film, . A inſert after [ought t 
be call d] ſo, aud then-a Comma. p. 45. r. our. f. one. p. 31. 
r. ore in the Father than in the Son. p. 68. r. fo. f. to, and a Com- 
ma after ſingular. p. 77. dele this and the Comma after Generation. 
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I nee; 


I N an cg Which J publillöd | 
for a Book entitled, The Harmo- | 
„ the Apoſttes, the Girlt- Pits | 
of my Studies, being forc'd up- | 
on it by a very grievous and 
. unjuit Calumny, I us'd theſe | 
Words: That T had drawn out certain Hiſto- ; 
« rico-Fccleſiaſtical Theſes concerning the Son's ö 
„Divinity, in which I was perſuaded, I had 
* clearly demonſtrated the Conſent of the anti- 
© ent Doctors before the Nicene Council with 
« the Nicene Fathers, both with reſpect to the 
1 Conſubſtantiality and Co- eternity, by Tradi- 
e tion from the Age of the Apoſtles ; but that 
. 4 for want of Health, and through a great ma- | 
4 other Cares and Buſineſs, I could not as 
| * yet make up the ſcatter d Sheets, and finiſh >: == 
« the imperfect Work.” This drew upon me tlie 
Requeſts 


To the READER: 
Requeſts of learned Men and Friends from all 


come with their Importunities, (though not 
then enough at leiſure, gr in Health ſufficient 


. 


for ſo great g Work), I again turn'd over the 


Works of the Primitive Fathers; the Teſti- 
monies I had formerly collected for my De- 
ſign I diligently re-examin'd, made ſome Ad- 
ditions. to them, and very,. carefully-weigh'd 


what: was offer'd by Sandius and his Accom- 


plices; then I digeſted the rude Materials in- 


to as eaſy and natural an Order as I could. 


The Work thus finiſht lay by me five Years. 


Ir you ask why it came out ſo late, PII tell 


you plainly. I ofter'd it to three Bookſellers 
ſucceſſively upon very fair Terms. All of 
them upon one pretence or another refus'd to 


undertake it; afraid, I ſuppoſe, leſt the Ob- 
ſcurity of the Author, and the Difficulty of 


the Subject (what few card to ſpend their 


Time upon) would make the Book ſell but 
dully. This not ſucceeding, my ſlender For- 
tunes, and my large Family would not permit 
me to take the only way that was left, and 
print it my ſellf. 1517 


Urox 
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To the READER. 


Veo this I brought the neglected Work 
home with me, and laid it in my Study, con- 
tenting my ſelf with having endeavoured (as 
much as lay in me) the Defence of Divine 
Truth, and the Gratification of my Friends. 


AFTER it had been bury'd there a long 
time, at laſt upon Advice of a Friend, I rais'd 
it up again, put it into the Hands, and ſub- 
mitted it to the Judgment of that excellent 
Perſon and finiſh'd Divine Dr. V. Jane, the 
worthy Regius Profeſſor of Divinity in Oxford. 
He according to his uſual Candour took the 
Trouble of reading it, honour'd it with his 
Suffrage, commended it to the Favour and Pa- 
tronage of the Great Biſhop of Oxford, and 
eaſily obtain'd from his ſingular Humanity and 
Love for Catholic 'Truth, that it ſhould be 
printed at the Theatre, and publiſh'd at his 
Charge. After all this, a great deal of other 
Buſineſs in the Preſs, delay'd the finiſhing it 

ſome time. 3 TH: 0, a9? 


INDEED if I could have foreſeen the great 
Delays of the Publication, you {hould have 
had ſomething more accurate, elegant and full. 
For I compos'd the Work, as I told you be- 
fore, upon the preſſing Importunities of Friends, 

who demanded out of my Collections from the 
Fathers, examin'd and improv'd, a preſent An- 
tidote againſt the poiſonous Writings of San- 
dius. Afterwards when the Booklellers gave 
99% me 


ing a condemn'd Work? At 


Jo the RRADE R. 
me no Hopes of publiſhing it, what occaſion 
for my further Pains in 5 and adorn- 
laſt when my 
Sheets were unexpectly admitted to the Preſs, 


and in the Bookſeller's Hands, they were out 


of my Power. 


Ir were to be wiſh'd indeed that this im- 


portant Argument had fall'n to the Share of 
ſome Perſon better furniſh'd by Providence 
with Learning, Leiſure, Books, and other Cir- 
cumſtances, ſuch as our Church of England has 


a great many (and may ſhe always continue 


to have, I beſeech thee, O God). But as yet 
no Man, that I know, has undertaken this 


Province profeſſedly and fully. Therefore be 


bs 


pleas'd to accept what we have done, till you 


are better furniſhd from ſome more able Pen. 


You have all that could be done for you by 
me, a Man of mean Parts and Learning, the 
Maſter of a ſmall Study, often indiſpos'd, in- 
volv'd in Domeſtic Cares, ty'd down to a 
Country Cure, far remov'd from the Conver- 
ſation of learned Men, and even an Exile from 
the Commonwealth of Letters. But this I 
dare engage and ſolemnly profeſs to you, that 
I have us'd the utmoſt Fidelity. I have not 
cited any one place for the Decrees of the Ni- 
cene Council, which J did not judge, after a 
ſerious Examination both of the Place and 
Context, to make for my purpoſe ; I have 
not curtaild any Thing, but given you all 
entire. 'The Pallages of the Greek Fathers are 


quoted 
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To the READER, 
quoted in the Original, as well as.in Latin, 
K thoſe who underſtand the Language may 
the better judge of the genuine Senſe. I have 
not knowingly concealed any 'Thing, which 
the late Defenders of Ariani/m produce for their 
Cauſe. I have not endeavoured to ſoften the 
harſher Sayings of the Antients by ſtrain'd 
Diſtinctions, but to prove ſolidly, that their 
Words, if interpreted according to their Scope 
and Meaning, or in Conſiſtency with other 
more clear Paſſages, which I have cited, don't 
only admit, but muſt have a Catholic Senſe. 
In one Word, I own freely J may be miſta- 
ken, but I deny that I intended to deceive 
any one. Pm fully perſuaded, and that upon 
mature Conſideration, of that which Pve en- 
deavour'd to prove to others; namely, that 
all the approv'd Fathers and Doctors of the 
Church to a Man, who were before the Coun- 
cil of Nice, even from the Days of the Apo- 
ſtles, taught the very ſame Thing, (although 
ſometimes perhaps in other Words, and ano- 
ther manner of ſpeaking,) which the Nicene 
Fathers determin'd concerning the Son's Divi- 
_ nity againſt Arius, and other Heretics. 


I pEsSIRE youll be ſo kind as to excuſe 
the Errors of the Preſs : It has been my Miſ- 
fortune, that I could not attend the examining 
and correcting any of it, except the laſt Sheet. 
All I can do, is to give you an Account of the 
_ conſiderable Errata, which I have carefully 
done in a Table prefixt to the Work. 


AND 


Jo the REA DER. 


AN p now, Reader, (if thou art a Lover 
of Truth and Godlineſs), whatſoever in this 
Work ſhall tend to confirm thy Faith in a 
primary Article of Chriſtianity, will be juſt 
Cauſe why we ſhould both give Thanks to 
Almighty God. I deſire of thee only this re- 
ward of my Labour, (and this J earneſtly de- 
fire), that thou wilt ſometimes remember me, 
(a ſinful Man), and mine in thy Prayers. Fare- 
_ in our Saviour Chriſt, our Lord and our 
God. 8 | a 
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The PR E AM BL. E, 


IN WHICH 


The Occaſion, De es gn, and Diviſion of the 


e ork 1s W et LY 


has always 155 . all Igonde Chriſt 


not undeſervedly : For never was there 
a 1 in the Chriſtian World, which 

ight more juſtly be call'd univerſal and 
free; never an Af embly of Biſhops and Prelates more 
venerable, more ſacred ſince the Death of the Apoſtles. 


T here (as Euſebins * tells us) were met together the chief of 
the Miniſters of God out of all the Churches, which had 


De Vit. Conſt, l. 3. c. 7, &ec. p. 401. Ed. Valeſii. 


ans, the ee II and Eſteem, and 
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filled all Europe, Africa and Aſia, One ſacred Houſe, as 
it were inlarged by God, contained in it Syrians, Cilicians, 
Phenicians aud Arabians ; be/ides the Paleſtines, Ægypti- 
ans, Thebæans, Libyans, and others from Meſopota- 
mia. One Biſhop came from Perſia, nor was the Scythi- 
an Biſhop wanting to make up this Aſſembly. Pontus and 
Galatia, Pamphylia and Cappadocia, Aſia and Phrygia 
ſent the choice of theirs. The Thracians, Macedonians, 
Achæans and Epirotes, thoſe alſo, who were at a very 
great diſtance beyond them, were preſent. From Spain * it 
felf that celebrated Perſon Hoſius, was one of the Num- 
ber in Conncil with them. The Place of the Biſhop of 
Rome, the Imperial City, ho was abſent becauſe of his 
old Age, 2as ſupplied by his Presbyters. Such a Crown 
connected and joyned by the bond of Peace, did this one Em- 
peror Conſtantine alone dedicate to Chriſt his Saviour, as 


a glorious Monument of Gratitude for the Vittories obtain 


over his Enemies, conſtituting this Aſſembly as a certain I- 
mage of the Apoſtolical Choir in our times. In this Coun- 
cil were above 250 Biſhops, (Athangſius, Hilarins, Fe- 
rome, Ruffinus, Socrates, and many others ſay that 
3 8 Biſhops fate in this Syd) but the Presbyters, who 
accompany d them, the Deacons, Acolyths, &c. were al- 
moſt innumerable. Now of theſe Miniſters of God, fome 
were very remarkable for Eloquence, ſome for Severity of 
Life and indefatigable Pains; others were adorned with 
Modeſty, and Affability ; ſome were venerable for their 
advanc'd Age; others excell d in a juvenile Vigor of Body 
and Mind, &c. | 


2. The Bufineſs of this Synod was for the moſt 


part concerning the chief Article of the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion, namely, concerning the Dignity of the Perſon 
of our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, Whether he was to be 
Ty as True God, or to be placed in the Rank 


1 Valeſius upon the Place.  ® Tbid. Socrates mentions 300 (Book 
r. Ch. 8. p. 17.) and cites Euſebius for it; but in the ſame chapter, 
after a Recital of the Creed, ſays they were 318. p. 19. 
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or Order of Creatures, or Beings ſubject to the True 
God? If we imagine that in a Queſtion of the Great- 
eſt moment all the Governors of the Church have mon- 
ſtrouſſy err'd, and perſuaded the Chriſtian People into 
this their Error; how can we believe the Words of 
our bleſſed Lord, that he 2vould be with the Apoſtles, and 
of conſequence their Succeſſors, to the End of the World? - 
(For ſince the Promiſe extends to the End of the 
World, Chriſt muſt needs be ſuppos'd, in the Perſons 
of his Apoſtles; who were not to live ſo long, to in- 
clude their Succeſſors.) 5 | 

3. Almoſt as often as I conſider theſe things, I re- 
collect with Indignation, and Horror; the marvellous - 
Ignorance, or rather impious Madneſs of thoſe, who 
have dar'd openly to rail at the venerable Fathers, as 
Perſons, who either maliciouſly; ignorantly, or un- 
adviſedly have deprav'd the Catholic Doctrine concern» 
ing the Perſon of Feſus Chriſt, delivered down by the 
_ Apoſtles, and preſerv'd in the Chriſtian Church in the 
three firſt Centuries. Of this Stamp was Sabinus the 
Macedonian (to ſay nothing of thoſe old and illuſtri- 
ous Calumniators, and Enemies of the Nicene Creed, 
the Arias) whoſe raſh and immodeſt Cenſure of the 
Council of Nice, Socrates relates and confutes, Book 
the 1/, of his Eccl. Hiſt. Ch. 8. where that excel- 
| Tent Hiſtorian; after he has told us that he therefore 
wrote the Hiſtory of that Council, that he might ſi- 
lence the Calumnies of ſuch as ſuggeſted that it had 
err'd in a matter of Faith, adds theſe Words: Neither 
let us believe Sabinus the Macedonian, who calls the Per- 
ſons met in that Council ignorant plain Men. For this 
Sabinus Biſhop of the Macedonians at Heraclea a City of 
Thrace, 2ho collected the Acts of ſeveral Conncils, de- 
rides the Biſhops of the Nicene Council as rude and weak. 
Men, not taking notice that he, at the ſame time, in- 

valves Euſebius, who after a long and ſtrict Examination 


pag. 19. 
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of it embjac'd the Creed, in this Accuſation. Moreover 
ſeme things he has on purpoſe omitted, ſome things he has 


perverted, and chang d; but has wreſted all to his own 
Senſe and Deſign. He praiſes Euſebius as a creditable 


Witneſs, the Emperor as a very knowing Perſon in the 
Chriſtian Faith; but blames the Nicene Creed as draw 
#p by ignorant and unskilful Men. The Words of that Eu- 
ſebius, whom he calls a wiſe Man, and veracious, he know- 
angly deſpiſes: For Euſebius writes, that the Miniſters of 
the Nicene Council were ' ſome of them remarkable for 
Wiſdom, ſome for Conſtancy and Fortitude ; and of the Em- 
peror he ſays, that he brought them all to Unanimity and 
Concord, The ſame Socrates -* in the 9th Ch. of the 
fame Book blames Sabinus, becauſe he had not conſi- 
der'd this, namely, that though the Fathers of the Synod 
were rude and unlearned, yet 10 Were enlighten d by God, 
and his Holy Spirit, and therefore cou d not err from the 
Truth. Socrates ſeems to have thought that the illuminating 
Grace of the Holy Spirit was preſent always with an 
univerſal Council of Biſhops, to preſerve them from 


Error, eſpecially in neceſſary Articles of Faith. If any 
Man is unwilling to admit this, let him take the Rea- 
ſoning of Socrates thus: The MNicene Fathers, how 


rude and ignorant ſoever ſuppos'd, were certainly for 
the greateſt part pious. Now it is incredible that fo 


many holy and 1 Men meeting together ffom 


all parts of the Chriſtian World (who, how ignorant 
ſoever in other reſpects, could not but know the Do- 


ctrine of the Trinity, that Introduction to Chriſtianity, 


which uſually was given to the Catechumens; or what 


they had received from their Anceſtors concerning that 


Matter) could wickedly conſpire, inſtead of the old 
Faith in a primary Article of our Religion, to coin a 
new one. ; | 

4. Bur to deſcend lower, in the Memory of our 


Fathers, Fauſtus Socinus Senenſis in his 2d Epiſtle to Ras 


2 pag. 26, 27. 
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decins affirms that the Knowledge of the true Doctrine 
concerning God, namely, that the Father alone was 


True God, continued till the Council of Nice. That 


' Knowledre, ſays he, continued without Controverſy till the 
Council, and ceaſed not amongſt thoſe ho profeſſed 
Chriſt, ſome time after. For through all that time (as is 
plain from all the Writings of thoſe Days) the Father of our 


Lord Feſus Chriſt alone, as believed to be that one true 
God, whom the Scriptures every where proclaim, If in 
this Place, when he ſays that all the Antients, till the 
Council of Nice, believ'd that the Father of Jeſus 
Chriſt alone was that one true God, he is to be un- 


derſtood of the Prerogative of God the Father, as a- 


lone of himſelf true God, we confeſs it is very right: 
But then this is nothing to Socinus his purpoſe; and 
beſides, it 1s certain that the knowledge of that Do- 

ctrine did not only continue till the NViceve Council, 
but has always been in the Church. But if this Pro- 
poſition, The Father of Jeſus Chriſt alone is the one 
true God, be underſtood excluſively, ſo that the Di- 


vinity of Chriſt be taken away, or deny'd, which Di- 
vinity the NMicene Sy nod defin'd, that the Son was true 
God of true God (this is certainly what Socinus 


wou'd have) then we contend, that it is plainly falſe, 
that all the Antients till the Council of Mie believed 
ſo; nay, we will ſhew that they all raught that the 
Son is of the ſame Nature with the Father, and there- 
fore as truly God as the Father. Hence the ſame So- 
cinus, elſewhere, viz. in his zd Ep. to the ſame Matt. 
Radecins (contradicting himſelf, as he often does) con- 
feſſes, T hat from the infancy of the Church, there had been 
very 2 (innumerable) pious, learned Men, Martyrs too, 

had embrac d this grievons Error, viz. that Feſis 
Chriſt is that one God, who created all things, or certainly 
begotten of his proper Subſtance. Now that the Son of 
God is begotten of the proper Subſtance of God, and 
therefore very God of very God, is the very Sum of 
that Doctrine, which the Nicene Fathers alerted againſt - 


* 
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5- M. Simon Epiſcopins, in other reſpects a learned 


Divine, but an utter Stranger to Eccleſiaſtical Antiquity, 


although he thinks differently from Socinus, nay, has 
publickly defended the Pre-exiſtence of the Son, not 
only to the Bleſſed Virgin, but alſo to the Creation, 
againſt Socinus, ſpeaks unworthily, intolerably of the 
Faith of the Nicene Fathers; he inveighs againſt the 
Nicene and the other Creeds concurring with it, which 
were made after the third Century, (whether his Folly 
or his Impudence is the greater, J leave others to ſay ) 
« As to other ſucceeding Creeds (ſays he) which 
« were made by cecumenical Councils, as they are 
call'd, they, becauſe of later Date, are not to be 

cc compar'd with thoſe (namely, with the Symbols and 


Confeſſions, by which, as by certain Tokens, in the 


three firſt Centuries, Chriſtians were diſcerned from In- 
fidels, and Catholics from Heretics ) „ and, if we 
cc may ſpeak the plain Truth, they rather ſeem to have 
te been huddled up, by quarrelſome and ambitious 
e Biſhops, out of Heat, Fury, and Party Rage, than 


c“ to have proceeded from compoſed Minds.“ No -w-. 


that you may know the Miene Creed is here ſtruck at, 
he preſently adds, „ For who is ignorant of the ſharp 
« Diſputations in the Synod of Vice, and the obſtinate 
c“ Contentions rais'd among the Biſhops 3 ** Who can 
think that ſuch Reflections ſhould come from a com- 
poſed Mind? that a ſober and a modeſt Perſon ſhould 
thus laſh the venerable Prelates of that moſt Auguſt 
Synod ? Bur to the Matter in hand. He is nor afraid 
to ſay, that the Nicene Creed was huddled up by the 
Biſhops our of Heat, Fury, and Party Rage. The 
Emperor Conſtantine, who preſided in this Synod, in his 
Epiſtle to the Churches concerning it, expreſsly teſti- 
fies, “ that in his preſence all things were examined as 
* they ought to be.. Again in his Epiſtle to the 


Suren 


i 


7 Inſtitut. Theolog, lib. 4. cap. 34. 2 Euſebius in the Life of | | 
Conſtantine, book 3. chap. 17. P. 405. 8 | | 
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Church of Alexandria, he * ſays “ that he was preſent 


cc among the NVicene Biſhops, as one of them, as their 


cc Fellow-ſervant, and ſo examined the Truth, that 
c whatſoever ſeem'd to beget Doubt or Diviſion was 
cc ſtrictly ſifted and laid open. Socrates makes this 
Note upon the Paſſage*?, ---= « The Emperor therefore 
* wrote thus to the People of Alexandria, to ſhew 
c them that the Definition of Faith had not been made 
ce ar once, or perfunctorily; but with much Diſquiſi- 
cc tion and Trial; that not ſome things only were diſ- 


4 covered, and others concealed, but that all things, what- 


ce ſoever tended to the Eſtabliſhment of the Doctrine, 
c were moved; that though it was defined with Sim- 


c plicity, it was firſt examined with Exactneſs. Nay, 


Euſebius himſelf, who fate next to the Emperor, (a juſt 
Writers, a moderate one, and not unfair to the Ariant) 
expreſsly ſays, © that all the Biſhops did unanimouſly 
ce ſubſcribe the Creed made in that Council, not in- 
& deliberately, raſhly, or unadviſedly, but after an 
c accurate, deliberate, diligent Scrutiny into every 
<« Sentence thereof, and particularly that of the Con- 
cc ſubſtantiality, before the Emperor.“ See Euſebius in 
his Epiſtle to bis own People. In the Beginning of the 
Council there were great Diſputes, but by the pious and 
pacificatory Oration of the Emperor they were eaſily 


compoſed, as the ſame 5 Euſebius teſtifies. 


6. The Anonymous Author of a Book, publiſhed 
ſome time ago, and entitled renicum Irenicorum, &c. 
boldly pronounces the Nicen: Fathers Makers of a new 
Creed®, and endeavours all through the Work to prove 
the ſame by accumulated Teſtimonies of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers, in appearance contradicting the Vicene Creed, 


* Socrates book 1. chap. 9. p. 25 and 26. Eujebius confirms the 
former part of this Citation in almoſt the ſame Words, in the place 


Juſt cited. 2 p. 26, 3 See Valchus «pon Euſeb. lib. 3. 
cap. 2. de vita Conſtant. 4 Socrates book 1. ch. 8. p. 20, 21, 


22. 5 Euſebius in the Life of Conſtantine, ook 3. chap. 13. 
. This 
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This Work Curcelleus ſays contains Arguments and 
Teſtimonies irrefragable. Chriſtopher Sandius has em- 

ploy'd himſelf the fame way in his Nucleus Eccleſ. Hi- 
ſtorie, the ſecond Edition, with large Additions of Fa- 
bles and Contradictions. It's his whole Buſineſs (ſhame- 
leſs Scribbler ! ) in that piece, to perſuade his unlearned 
Readers, and ſuch as are not converſant in the Antients, 
h Ante -Nicene Fathers, to a Man, were of Arius!s 


7. What T moſt wonder at, is that Peravins, a great 


: 
* 


Man, very learned, one who pretends the utmoſt re- 
ſpect for the Council of Nice, and every where pro- 
feldes to own the Creed confirm'd in it, againſt the 
 Arians, to be Apoſtolical and Catholic, ſhould grant 
to the Ariants, what, if true, does moſt effectually tend 


to eſtabliſh their Here, and utterly to take away and 


overturn the Creed and the Authority of the Nicene 


Council, viz. that moſt of the Aute-Nicene Biſhops and 


Fathers were of Ariuss Opinion. To this purpoſe he 
ſpeaks Ch. 5. F. 7. Book, 1. concerning the Trinity. 
« Some of the Antients had this Opinion of the Di- 
« vinity, and the Diverſity of Perſons in it, that 


ce there is one ſupreme, unbegotten, : inviſible God, 


* who produced the Logos in Sound and Voice from 


« himſelf; but that this Logos or Word was not, as 


“ Voice and Sound are, tranſient and diſſipable; byt 
ce ſuch, being incorporate and ſubſiſting, as ſhould af- 
« terwards make all other things. They faid that he 


te was then produc'd by the ſupreme God the Father, 
© when he determin'd to create the Univerſe, that he 
c might be, as it were, his Miniſter. This Notion . 


ſome- expreſs more clearly, others more obſcurely. 


« Of the former fort are Athenagoras, Tatian, Theo- 


* philus, Tertullian and Ladctantius. But theſe as' well 


e the Primitive Fathers before) thought that the Fa. 
5 Diſfertat. Theolog. 1. F. 118, in fine. 
ee B 0%0-+ . ; 
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ec as the others mentioned (and he had mentioned all 
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ee ther was ſuperior to the Word in Age, Dignity and 
« Power, but yet aſſerted him to be the Son of the 
« Father's Subſtance, or Nature; by this one thing 
* they diſtinguiſh'd him from what is properly a Crea- 
e ture, ſtill ſuppoſing that he had a Beginning as 
e much as the Creatures, that is, was not a diſtinct 
„C Subſiſtence from Eternity.“ And again plainer than 
in the former paſſage, ch. 8. F. 2. of the ſame Book: 
se It is very clear that Arius was a true Platoniſt, and 
* follow'd the Opinion of thoſe Antients, who, before 
ce the matter was diſcover'd and determin'd, fell at the 
« fame Stumbling- block. For they alſo taught that 
e the Word was produc'd by God the Father, yer 
*« not from Eternity; but before he made the World, 
cc and in order to be his Aſſiſtant in the Creation of 
« jt. They did not think that he immediately and 
« of himſelf made all things: which is Philo's Opini- 
“ on alſo in his Book Of the Mater of the World. 
6 Therefore what Alexander complains of in his E- 
ce piſtle, and what others ſay, who have wrote againſt 
this Hereſy, that Arius was the Author of an O- 
e pinion before unheard ii ſeems to me Rhetoric and 


* 


* Fyperbole; for T have produc'd a great many Anti- 


ce ents, who have taught the ſame things.“ | 
8. Thus then, according to Petavius, we are to de- 
termine: (1.) That the Hereſy of Arins, candemnid by 


the NMicene Fathers, did in the main agree with the 


Ante-Nicene Fathers. (2,) That the Doctrine of the 
true Divinity of the Son was neither determin'd, nor 
known before the Council of Nice. (z.) That Alex- 
ander, and the other Catholics, who accus'd Arius of 
a new Doctrine, before unheard of in the Catholic 
Church, ſpoke largely, after the manner of Orators 


(in plain Terms) ly'd n (as the Jeſuits often 


do) to ſerve the Catholic Cauſe. Unhappy Arrius 


Had Petavius liv'd in his Time, what an Advocate, 


what a Patron would he have enjoy'd ! What made 
Fqrayies Write thus, is not eaſy to ſay, Some think 
JJ p 


he 
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he was an Arian, and cunningly endeavour'd to inſtill 
the Poiſon. So Sandius (Nucl. Hiſt. Eccl. L. 1. p. 


156. Ed. Poſt.) very plainly : When J conſider what 


Hetavius ſays, that the Ante-Nicene Fathers taught 
< as Arius did, and that Articles of Faith are to be 


< proved by Tradition, I think it impoſſible that he 
% ſhould not believe the infallible Conſequence of theſe 


e Premiſes, namely, that the Arian Trinity, not the 
* Conſubſtantiality, is an Article of Faith. He had two 


 Reafons, I ſuppoſe, for making the contrary Conclu- 
be ſion. (1.) That he might avoid the Inconveniences 


e of a Delection from the Roman Catholic to the 


* Arian Perſuaſion. (2.) That he, a Jeſuit and an 


% Adverſary, might furniſh the A4riazs with a ſtronger. 
* Proof of their Doctrine; eſpecially when it was fuf= 


« ficient to prove the Premiſſes, and leave every ſober 
% Man to draw ſuch a Concluſion, as would diſcover 
tc his Notion of the Trinity.” But I think it appears 


from Petavins's Writings, that the Conjecture of this 
vain Man is falſe ; and that, if he had any ſubdolous 
Intention, and was not moved only by that uſual Sau- 
cineſs and Confidence of his in cenſuring the Fathers, 


he was endeavouring to ſerve the Papal, not the Arian 


Cauſe. For, granting the Catholic Doctors of the three 


firſt Centuries (as Petavius contends) were guilty of the 
ſame Error, which the Council of Nice afterwards con- 


demned in Arius, theſe two things naturally follow + 


(I.) That little Credit is to be given to the Fathers 
of the three firſt Centuries, to whoſe Authority the Re- 
formed Catholics eſpecially appeal; becauſe they had 


not ſufficiently diſcerned and diſcovered the chief Heads 


of the Chriſtian Faith. (2.) That cecumenical Coun- 
Cils have a Power of making, conſtituting and declaring 


new Articles of Faith. From which Conſequences it 
may ſeem, that there is an ample Defence of thoſe Ad- 
ditions the Trent Fathers have made to the Rule of 


Faith, and obtruded upon the Chriſtian World; altho* 
this being granted, the Creed of the Romani is not 


cltabliſhed ; 


* 

2 
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eſtabliſhed ; becauſe the Convention at Trent may more 
properly be called by any other Name than that of a 


generalCouncil. Bur thus the Maſters of this School have 


no Scruple to build their Pſeudo-Catholic Creed upon 
the Ruins of the truly Catholic Faith. The very Ora» 
cles of God are to be condemned as obſcure, the holy 
Doctors of the Primitive Church, the Biſhops and 
Martyrs to be accuſed of ' Hereſy, that the Creed of 


the degenerate Romaniſts, and the Authority of their 


Church may by any Methods be preſerved entire. And 
yet theſe Sophiſts abhor us, as accurſed Chams, as thoſe 
who deride and deſpiſe the reverend Fathers; they boaſt 
that they follow the Faith of the antient Doctors, and 
very greatly revere their Writings. I dare not certainly 
affirm, that Peravins wrote with this View, I leave it 
to the Searcher of Hearts: This however I mult ſay, 
that what the N has wrote, ſo grateful to the mo- 
dern Arians, that they all look upon and embrace him 
as their Patron, is manifeſtly contrary to Truth, inju- 
rious and contumelious to the holy Fathers, as well Mi- 
cene as Ante- Nicene. 074 | 
9. This then is the Scope and Deſign of my Work, 

clearly to ſhew that all the approved Fathers of the Charch, 


before the Nicene Council, ' nay, even from the Apoſtolic 


Age, taught the ſame thing (although ſometimes in diffe= 
rent Words and manner of Freaking) concerning the Divinity 


of the Son, which the Nicene Fathers determined, againſt 


Arrius, aud the other Heretics. 


Vouchſafe, O bleſſed Jeſus, the Coeternal Word of 
the Eternal Father, I humbly beſeech Thee, (I, the 
greateſt of Sinners, the meaneſt of thy Servants) to 
bleſs this Work which I have undertaken for thy Ho- 
nour, and the good of thy holy Church, (T call thee 


to witneſs who knoweſt the Heart). Of thy infinite 


Mercy and great Goodneſs towards thoſe that love thee, 
ſupport and aſſiſt my Weakneſs in this Great Affair, 
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10. The NICENE CREED, as we have 
it in Euſebiuss Epiſtle to his Ceſareans, in Athangſius 3 
Epiſtle ® ro Jovian, and others, ſtands thus: | 


cc E Believe in one God the Father, Al- 

« mighty, Maker of all things viſible and 
& inviſible. And in one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the Son 
gc of God, the only begotten, begotten of the Father, 


ge that is, of the Subſtance of the Father. God of 
s God, Light of Light, true God of true God, be- 


cc e not made, conſubſtantial with the Father, 
« by whom all things were made, things in Heaven, 
* and things on Earth, who for us Men, and for our 
« Salvation came down, and was incarnate, and be- 
te came Man, fuffered, and roſe again the third Day, 
be and aſcended into the Heavens, and comes to judge 
& the Quick and the Dead; And in the Holy Ghoſt, 
5 And the Catholic and Apoſtolic Church doth ana- 
cc thematize thoſe Perſons, who fay, that there was a 
te time when He the Son of God was not: that He 


ac was not before He was born; that He was made of 


* nothing, or of another Subſtance or Being; or that 


e He is created, or changeable, or convertible.” 


11. The Doctrine of the Son of God, as in this 
Creed comprehended, fo far as belongs to our preſent 


Purpoſe, may be reduc'd to theſe Heads : 


I. The Son's Pre-exiſtence before the Bleſſed Virgin, and 
' Conſequently before the Creation, and the Creatian of 
the World by the Son. | 


II. The Conſubſtantiality of the Son; that he is not of 
au created mutable Eſſence, but of the very ſame Nas 


ture with the Father. 
III. The Son's co-eternal Exiſtence with the Father. 


s Socrates book 1. chap. 8. p. 20, Cc. 


2 Athanaſius Tom. 
1. P. 2. P. 781. Ed. Bened. 9 


IV. The 


r 


e er W ee ; 
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IV. The Subordination of the Son to the Father, Au- 
thor and Principle of him ; which is expreſſed by 
the Nicene Fathers after this twofold Manner: 
(1.) As they call the Father the one God. (2.) As 
they call the Son God of God, Light of Light, &c. 
All theſe Points we will prove in Order, and ſhew 


upon every one of them that the 4ute-Niceve Faith 
doth exactly accord with the IVicene. 


$2$$&$>$$$$$$$$$4 $<<>4F 
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Of the Son's Pre-exiſtence before the Bleſſed 
Virgin Mary, and even before the Crea- 
tion of the World by him. 


e 
The Theſis propounded, and its firſt Part, viz. 
Of the Son's Pre-exiſtence before the bleſ- 
ſed Virgin Mary demonſtrated >Þ_ 


N this Theſis we will explain what the Arte- 
Nicene Fathers thought of the Son's Pre-exiſt» 
ENCE. | N 
F 5 
ALL the Catholic Doctors of the three firſt Centuries 
taught, That JESUS CHRIST, he who was af- 
ter wards ſo called, exiſted, before he became Man, or 
before he was born according to the Fleſh, of the 
Bleſſed Virgin, in another Nature, far more excellent 
than the Humane Nature ;- that he appeared to Holy 
Men, giving them an Earneſt, as it were, of his In- 
carnation; that he always preſided over and * 

| or 
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forthe Church, which in time to come he would redeem 
by his own Blood; and of conſequence that from 
the Beginning the whole Order or Thread of the 
Divine Diſpenſation (as Tertullian ſpeaks) ran thro” 
him; farther yet, that he was with his Father before 
the Foundations of the World, and that by him all 
things were made. 


1. Tho' the Ariant never deny'd this, it may not be 
amiſs briefly and in aſew Words to demonſtrate it againſt 
ſome other Oppoſers of the Catholic Doctrine concern- 
ing our Saviour. We aſſert two things in this Theſis, 
by way of Gradation: (1.) That the antient Fathers 
believed and taught that Feſus Chriſt nas, before he became 
Man, that he appeared to holy Men, &c. (2.) That he 
was with his Father before the Foundations of the Morld, 
and that all things were made by him. * 

2. As to the e Part of this Theſis, the Fathers 
of the firſt Ages in genera], teach, that the. Son of 
God frequently appear'd to the holy Men under the 
Old Teſtament; yea they explain all thoſe Appearances, 
in which the Name Fehovah and divine Honours are 
given to him that appears, (altho* at other times he is 
call'd the Angel, or an Angel) of this very Son of God. 
He is a Stranger in the Fathers who knows not this; 
J have a mind notwithſtanding to produce ſome Teſti- 
monies of this Matter out of the Antients for the fake 
of Beginners in Divinity, who have not yet proceeded 
ſo far as the reading the Fathers; (a Study, which next 
to the holy Scriptures, ſhould be the Foundation of 
all Theology.) | | 

3. * Tuſtin Martyr in his Dialogue with Trypho largely 
ſhews, that it was Chriſt who appear'd to Abraham un. 
der the Tree in Mamre; who was the Lord, that re- 
ceived Power from the Lord the Father of all Things, 
to rain down Fire and Brin;ftone upon Sodom; who ap- 


2 Juſtin Martyr, Ed. Colon, 1686. p.275, 277, 280, 281, 282. 
pied 
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pear d to Jacob in the Night, who wreſtled with him 


under the Image of a Man, who comforted him in his 


Exile; and laſtly, 2yho appear d to Moſes in the burning 
Buſh. | 

- Iren cus is of the fame Opinion with Fuſtin 
concerning him who appear'd to Maſes and Abraham. 
He who was ador'd by the Prophets as living God, is 
the God of the Living, and his Word, or Logos; who 


both ſpoke to doſes, and blam'd the Sadducees, and 


gave us the Reſurrection. * Again, Man had learnt 
before in Abraham, and had alſo been accuſtom'd to 
follow the Word of God, (the Logos; ) for Abraham 
by Faith following the Precept of 5 Word of God, 
freely gave up his only begotten and beloved Son a Sa- 
criſice to God. And a little after, The Lord, whoſe - 
Day he deſir'd to ſee, was not unknown to Abraham, 
nor the Father of the Lord; for he had learnt of the 
Word of the Lord, and believ'd him, ec. > 
5. Theophilus of Antioch, in his 2d Book to Antolycs, 


aſſerts that it was the Son of God who appear'd to Adam 


immediately after his Fall, 2% aſſuming the Perſon of 
the Father and Lord of all came into Paradiſe under rhe 
Perſon of God, and convers'd with Adam. I confeſs 
T heophilas in this ſame Place does not ſpeak very ho- 
nourably of the Son of God ; but I ſhall clear that 
matter elſewhere. | | 41 

6. Clemens of Alexandria ſays the ſame things as 
Juſtin. He ſays his Pædagogus (by whom he _ 


where means Chriſt) appeared to Abraham, to Jacob, 


wreſtled with him, and laſtly manifeſted himſelf to 


Moſes. The ſame Perſon in another Place 5 fays, that 


Chriſt gave the World the Law of Nature, and the 
written Law of Moſes. Wherefore the Lord (from the 
Words before it is plain he means Chriſt) deriving from 


Irenæus Ed. Colon. 1625. lib. 4. cap. 11. p. 328. Lib. 4. 
cap. 13. p. 329. Ibidem. Appendix Op. Juſtin, Mart. 


p. 100. A. 5 Clem, Alex. Leyden 1616. p. 82. 
Strom. 7. . 
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one Fountain, both the firſt and ſecond Precepts which 


he gave, neither over - look d thoſe who were before 
the Law, ſo as to leave them without Law; nor ſuf- 
fer d thoſe who minded not the Philoſophy of the Bar- 


barians, to do as they pleas d. He gave to the one 


Precepts, to the other Philoſophy, and concluded them 
in Unbelief till his coming, when, whoſoever be- 
lieves not, is without excuſe. 


7. In like manner Tertullian againſt the Jews, Ch. 9. 


He that ſpoke to Hoſes was the very Son of God, who 
always appear d. Many other Places * there are to the 
fame purpoſe, but what is the moſt plain and full is in 


the 16th Chapter of his Book againſt Praxeas : It as the 


Son who judg'd the World from the beginning, de- 
ſtroy d the lofty Tower, confounded the Languages, 


puniſh'd the whole World with a Deluge: It is he 


who being Lord rain'd Fire and Brimſtone from the 
Lord upon Sodom and Gomorrah. It was he, who al- 
ways deſcended to converſe with Men from Adam to 
the Patriarchs and Prophets in Viſions, in Dreams, &c. 
from the beginning, ſetting before us the order of that 
Diſpenſation which was afterwards manifeſted. He al- 


ways meditated, or exercis'd thoſe great things he was in 


Time to perform. God cou'd not otherwiſe converſe 
with Men upon Earth, than as the Word, which was 
to become Fleſh. He was therefore previouſly em- 
ploy'd in theſe things to lay a Foundation for our 
Faith, thar we might the more readily believe that the 


Son of God was come into the World, when we 


knew he had formerly done ſo. The reſt of the conſenti- 


ent Teſtimonies * of the Catholic Doctors, before and after 


p. 194. Tertull. Ed. Pariſ. 1675. Contra Marcion. lib. 2. 
cap. 7. & lib. 3. cap. 6. & contra Praxeam cap. 14. p. o 3 Oz 
rigen contra Celſum, Lib. 3. p. 119. & lib. 6. p. 329. Novat. de 
Trinitate cap. 25, 26, & 27. Cypr. Tract. 3. de Simplic. Prælat. 
Athanaſ. Orat. 4. contra Arianos. Hilar. lib. 4. & 12. de Trinit. 


Philoſtr. Hæreſ. 84. Chryſõſt. hom. ad pop. Antioch. cap. 8. & in 


cap. 7. ad Hebræos. Ambroſ. lib. 7. de his qui initiantur, cap. 3. 


Auguſtin. Ep. 99, 111, 112. Leo, Ep. 17. Theod. Quæſt. 68. 


in Cen. c. 


the 
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the Council of Nice I ſhall only refer to in the 
Margin. WE | 

8. Some there are, who laugh at thoſe Dreams, this 
Dotage of the Fathers, and are well ſatisfy'd that the 
Angel, who thus appear'd to the Patriarchs, ec. and 
was ador'd by them, was only a created Angel, one 
that ſo bore the Name and Perſon, one that ſo nego- 
tiared the Affairs of God, as an Embaſſador does thoſe 
of his Prince. e 

9. To theſe Men I anſwer: (1.) Granting 

the Fathers were miſtaken, this however is ſure, 
that they believ'd our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt exiſted be- 
fore he was born of the Bleſſed Virgin, which is as 
much as we attempted to prove. You'll ſay, it is 
likely they were deceiv'd in the Concluſion, who err'd. 
in the Premiſes. I confeſs it, ſuppoſing they had on- 
ly built their Concluſion upon theſe falſe Premiſes; but 
3 Caſe is quite otherwiſe, For though the Fathers 
uſe this Argument in ſome Places, they every where 
plainly tell us, that they are concluded by other clear 
Texts of Scripture, and by Apoſtolical Tradition, as 
we will ſhew in its proper Time and Place. But (2.) 
I am, and always ſhall be, afraid of interpreting Scrip- 
ture contrary to the ſtream of Antiquity, unleſs upon 
the moſt clear Arguments againſt ir, a Caſe which I be- 
lieve will never happen. The conſentient Judgment of 
primitive Antiquity would ſurely outweigh a Multi- 
rude of Probabilities and plauſible Reaſonings. But, 
you'll ſay, you have very plain Reaſons in the Caſe 
before us. AE hs | 

10. Firſt it is objected: Exod. iii. 4. we read that 
God ſpoke to Moſes ont of the Buſh of Fire; and 
Exod. xix. 20. and xx. 1. that God gave him the Law; 
whereas notwithſtanding, it is manifeſt from other 
Scriptures that it was a created Angel who appear'd, and. 
ſpoke to Moſes in thoſe Places. For the Law is call'd 
by the Author of the Epiſtle to the Heb. ii. 2. the 
| Word ſpoken by Angels. Compare Gal. iii. 19. And 
Srephen expreſly ſays Acts vii. that an Angel appear d to 
| | 66 Moſes 
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Moſes in 4 Buſh, v. 30. And v. 3 5. that the Law was 


given by the Diſpoſition of Angels. Moreover in that illu- 


ſtrious Appearance to Abraham in Mamre, Gen. xviii. 


1, 2. tho' one is dignify'd by the Name of Fehovah, it 


is plain all the three were Angels; for the Author 
of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews plainly i fn that they 


Chap. Xill. v. 2. | 


1. T anſwer, When the Fathers generally aſſert that 


the Angel, who appear d to Abraham and Moſes, and 
to whom the Name Jehovah and divine Honours are 
attributed, was the Son of God, it admits two Senſes, 


either (I.) That he was God, i. e. the Son of God 


fignify'd by the Name of an Angel, becauſe he took to 


himſelf a Body, a viſible Shape, ſuch as the Angels 


uſually take; or (2.) That the Son of God was in an 
Angel, i. e. that it was an Angel who aſſum'd a Body, 


and that the Son of God was in that Angel by an 


eſpecial Aſſiſtance of,, and Preſence with him. Accord- 
ing to the former Hypotheſis we thus anſwer : That 
the Son of God is call'd the Angel, the Angel of the 


Covenant, and is therefore in thoſe Appearances ſaid to 


be an Angel, becaufe he acted, as they did, when they 
appear'd to Men ; that it is falſe that he was a created 
Angel, who ſpoke to Moſes in the Buſh, and on Mount 
Sinai, Nor can that be evinc'd, becauſe it is faid by 


Stephen, and by the Author of the Epiſtle to the 


Hebrews, that the Law of Moſes was given by Angels, 
in the plural Number. For as much as nothing doth 
hinder, but that God might have been preſent in Sinai, 
altho* in token of his Majeſty guarded with a Multi- 
tude of Angels; nay that the Fact was ſo is moſt certain 
from Deut. xxxiii. 2. and P/al. Ixviii. 17. As for the 
three that turn'd in to Abraham, no more needs to be 


ſaid for reconciling the Apoſtle's Words, than that two 


of them were created Angels, and the third the Son of 
God; thus Abraham acknowledges his divine Majeſty, 
and rherefore pleads with him, as the ſupreme Judge, to 
reſpite the Deſtruction of the Cities of Pentapolis. Thus 


Andreas 


aham and Lot, 
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Andreas Rivetus anſwers this Objection. Many of 
the Antients, Fews and Chriſtians, have embrac'd the 
latter Hypotheſis. 7rypho the Few in Fuſtin * contends 
that two Perſons appear d to Moſes in the Buſh, that 
the Angel was in the Flame of Fire, but that God in 
the Angel talked with Maſes. in anſwers him that 
he can ſafely grant this, but after wards endeavours to 
prove the other. Tiypho's Opinion ſeems to be the re- 
ceiv d Opinion among the antient Jews. Thus Stephen 
plainly ſays, that an Angel appear duto Moſes in a Buſh, 
Acts vii. 30. but that God ſpoke theſe Words to 
Moſes, — I am the God of thy Fathers, v. 31, Cc. 
Compare Exod. iii. v. 2. with v. 4, 5, 6. Clemens. 
Alexandr. ſays it was the Son of God who led the 
People of 1/7ael in the Wilderneſs; and he alſo ſays in 
the ſame Place, that it was an Angel that led doſes, 
an Angel who repreſented the evangelical, the ' povern- 
ing Power of the Word, and poſſeſſed the Dignity of the 
Lord. A little after he ſays, that the Word. was an 
Angel, under the Old Teſtament, 5. e. appear'd to Men 
by Angels. In this Senſe he calls the Son afterwards, 
Aiyſtical Angel, becauſe at that time he conceal'd his 
Majeſty under that Appearance. Of the fame Opinion 
were many of the Poſ?-Nicene Fathers. Thus Athana- 
ſuus ſays (Oration againit rhe Arias 4.) concerning 
the Angel which appear'd ro Maoſes in the Buſh, © Ir 
ec was an Angel that appear'd, but God ſpoke in him.“ 


Thus Ferom, (upon Gal. iii.) “ Now in that he ſays 


ce [the Law Was or/ained by Angels,] he means that in 


« all the Old Teſtament, where an Angel is ſaid to 


« appear, and afterwards God is, as it were, brought 
« jn ſpeaking; the Angel indeed, whichſoever it is of 
the many miniſtring Angels, really appears; but the 
« Mediator ſpeaks in him, and fays, I am the God of 
« Avraham, &c.” Thus Auguſtine (againit Maximin. 
Bib. z. near the end) © I ask, who appear'd to Moſes 


Comment. in Hoſ. cap. 12. v. 4, 5, 6. pe 292, 283. 
p. 82, 83. . | He | 
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20 A DEFENCE of | 
« in the Fire, when the Buſh was in a Flame? Tho' 
the Scripture declares that an Angel appear'd there ; 
& [an Angel of the Lord appeared to him in a Flame of 
Fire in the Buſh; yet who doubts but that God 
“Was in the Angel? Thus Gregory upon Fob, (Pre- 
ſace, chap. 2.) „ The Angel faid to have appear'd 
* to Moſes is ſometimes called God, ſometimes an An- 
« gel: An Angel for this, that he. miniſtred to God 
e in ſpeaking outwardly ; God, for that 3 
« him inwardly he gave him power to ſpeak. When 
therefore the outward Speaker is directed by the in- 
& ward, there is faid to he an Angel in Miniftration, and 
God in Inſpiration.” Fulgentius alſo writes after the 
fame manner againft Maximus, &c. This Senſe of the 
Antients ſeems to me confirm'd by Exodus xxiii. 20. 
where God, that is, the Son of God, according to all 
. Antiquity, ſpeaking to Moſes, promiſes that 
e will ſend his Angel before the People through the 
Wilderneſs, and that his Name ſhould be in the midſt 
of him. It was truly an Angel who went before the 
Iſraelites to the promis'd Land, but then it was an An- 
eh in whom God had plac'd his Name, with whom 
Fe was in an eſpecial manner preſent. It is manifeſt 
from the Words of Trypho that the antient ens ne- 
yer dreamt of the Novel Fancy of ſome modern Chri- 
ſtians, namely, that it was a mere Angel, who appear- 
ed to Meofes, called himſelf the God of Abraham, and 
willingly admitted the divine Worſhip apply d to him. 
No, it was too abfurd and abominable. Who can 
think that the Angels acted their God, that he com- 
municated to them his incommunicable Name, or al- 
lowed them to reprefent him as that they might re- 
ceive all that the Creature can give? Well ſpoke the 
learned * Camero © --- The Advocates often repreſent 
« their Clients; but it was never heard that an Em- 
& bafſador, propounding the Commands of his Prince, 
« ſpoke otherwiſe than in the third Perſon, A/ Maſter 
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* fays thus. Of this we have an illuſtrious Teſti- 
ce mony in the Prophets, whoſe uſual Form is ¶ ſaith 
* the Lord |; nay, the Angels in the Viſions profeſs 
ce that they are ſent.” Hence even Grotius in a cer- 
tain Place confeſſes, that he, who publiſh'd the old 
Law in Sinai, was a ſingular Angel, guarded with o- 


ther Angels, not a mere Angel, but united with the 
Logos. . 


12. Grant, you'll ſay, that it was God; who under 
the old Teſtament ſpoke and appear d to holy Men, 
by an Angel, or under the repreſentation of an Angel, 


why after all do you conclude that it muſt be the Son of 


God, according to the Antients ? I anſwer, From Apo- 
ſtolical Tradition. As God the Father made the World 
by his Son, ſo be reveal'd himſelf to the World by the 


ſame Son. Therefore, though the Son of God did 


not familiarly converſe with Men, as incarnate, till the 
laſt times, yet from the beginning he preſided over 
the Church, and communicated himſelf to holy Men 
under the old Teſtament, after a ſecret and hidden 
manner. Thus * Clem. Alex. --- Formerly the Mord in- 
ſtructed his People by Moſes, then by the Prophets. 
Thus Origen, ---God has not, as awaked- out of 4 deep 


Sleep, ſent among us Feſus, for good reaſons now at 


laſt incarnate, though always 2 Benefits upon Mau- 
kind : For — that is good has befallen Map without 
the preſence of the divine Word upon the Souls of thoſe, 
who were ever ſo little a time capable of receiving ſuch 
operation of the divine Word. Tertullian * ſpeaks more 
tully and plainly. -— T he Son has abvays appear'd, has 
always work'd by the Authority and Will of the Father, be- 
cauſe the Son can do nothing of himſelf, but what he ſeeth 
the Father do, & c. ſo all things are made by the Son, and 


Without him Was nothing made. Neither do 8 5 only think. 


thas the Word was made by the Son, but alſo every thin 
elſe that has been done by God. Then follows a* Paſ- 


1 Grotius upon Galat. 3. 19. 2 p. 98. 3 Origen co tra 
Celſ. p. 329. 119 165. Ed. Cantab. p. Fog, Ibd. 
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ſage before cited, — God could not otherwiſe converſe with 


Man upon Earth than by that Word, which as afterwards 
to be made Fleſh. | 


13. There is another Objection in our Way, which 
ſome very learned Men boaſt of as unanſwerable. They 
ſay that this Opinion of rhe Fathers is diametrically op- 
polite to Scripture. For the Divine Author of the 
Epiſtle to the Heb. plainly ſays ( Ch. i. v. 1, 2.) that 
God who in former times hath in divers manners ſpo- 


ken to the Fathers, and Prophets, bath in theſe laſt 


| Days ſpoken by his Son. By the laſt Days is mani- 


feſtly intended the Days of the Goſpel ; therefore be- 
fore thoſe Days the Son of God, or God by his Son 
had never ſpoken ; otherwiſe the Author would not 
have rightly oppos'd the laſt time of the Goſpel to the 
antient time of the old Law, if in both theſe times the 
Son of God, or God by the Son had appear'd and 
ſpoken. ; Ro 
14. Ludovicus de Tena propoſes and anſwers this 
Objection in Words barbarous and uncouth (as the 
manner of the Schools is) but in Senſe ſound, ſolid and 
agreeable to what you have ſeen in the Antients, he 
makes the Contrapoſition to conſiſt not in the thing 
ir ſelf, Whether the Son ever appear'd before, or not, 
but in rhe way and manner of his Appearance; which 
manner being ſo much beyond all * other manners 
in which he before appear'd, the Oppoſition is {till 
good, and the Excellency of the Goſpel above the Law, 
plain. Fuſtia Martyr in his Apology (call'd in the 
common Edit. the firſt, but really the ſecond) thus 
ſpeaks concerning the Word, or Son of God : ---The 
Word. was and is in all things, he foretold thoſe things 
that were to come by the Prophets, and by himſelf, 
being made Man and teaching theſe things. Where he 
informs us that the Word, or Son of God, manifeſted 
himſelf under the old Teſtament to the Prophets, and 


by them to others; but that in the laſt Times he de- 


3 Upon the Difficulties of che Place Heb, j, 2 p. 48,49. 
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liver'd the heavenly Doctrine to us himſelf, having 
taken our Nature upon him; and that herein doth e- 
ſpecially conſiſt the Excellency of the Goſpel above 
the Law. Of the ſame Mind is Clem. Alex. The 
Lord led his antient People indeed by Moſes, but his 
new People by himſelf Face to Face. And a little after- 
wards *,-- Tothe old People there was an old Covenant; 
the Law, which carry'd Terror along with it, was their 
Rule, the Word was an Angel; but to the new Peo- 
ple a new Covenant is given, the Word is begotten, 
Fear is turned into Love, and that myſtical Angel Je- 
| ſus is born. Tertullian ſays the fame in a Place after- 
cited. | 

15. We ſee then that nothing ſolid is brought againſt 
the Fathers out of the holy Scriptures, let us enquire 
whether the Scriptures don't plainly favour their Senti- 
ments. St. Paul, 1 Cor. x. 9. clearly teaches that 
the guardian Angel of the //7aelites in the Wilderneſs 
(of whom it is ſaid, Exod. xxiii. 20, Cc. Beware of 
him, hear his Words, provoke him not, for hg will 
not ſpare thee, nor forgive thy Sins; for my Name is 
in him) was the Son of God, who was afterwards, 
called Chriſt. Weither let us tempt Chriſt, as ſome 
of them tempteg, and were deſtroyed of Serpents. 
| Theſe Words at leaſt ſhew that Chriſt was with the 
People of Iſrael in the Wilderneſs, and that he was 
tempted by them. That Heretic Socinus excepts againſt 
this, and ſays St. Paul wrote, Let us not tempt Chriſt, 
as ſome of them tempted, but that he did not write, 
as ſome of them tempted Chriſt; and therefore that the 
Sentence may be made up of another Word, viz. 
God: But this is trifling. There are very many Ex- 
amples in this elliptical Way in Scripture. Thus, John 
viii. 56. Abraham defird to ſee my Day, and ſav. 
But the moſt oppoſite Example of this kind we have, 
Deut. vi. 16. Thou ſhalt not tempt the Lord thy God, as thou 
temptedſt in the Place of Temptation. Where the latter part 
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of the Verſe is manifeſtly referr'd to the [Lord thy God] 


expreſſed in the former without any repetition. Be- 


| fides, we might ask in our turn, why it was not added [as 


ſome of them tempted God]. * If that be the meaning of 


the Verſe, which this Heretic * no Reaſon can be 


given for the Ellipſis; but if that be the meaning of 


e 


it (and it certainly is) which we contend ſor, the 


Reaſon is plain: The Words wou'd have been much 
more ſurprizing and ſtrange, if the Name of Chriſt 
had been repeated, Beſides the Particle 4 is here of 
great force, and ſhews that the Apoſtle is to be under- 
ſtood, as though Chriſt was tempted by the 1/7aclires 


in the Wilderneſs. For to what purpoſe ſhould he ſay 


5 alſo] when in the former member of the Sentence 
there was no mention of God, but of Chriſt only 7. 
Grotius aſham'd of this low Stuff of the Socinians 
caſts abour for ſomething better. We muſt by all 
means read neither let us tempt God] ſo ſays the 
moſt antient, the Alexandrian Manuſcript. Is the Alex- 
andrian Manuſcript of Authority ſufficient to ſet aſide 
ſuch a Conſent as may be oppos'd to it? the antient 


Books us'd by the Syriac and Arabic Interpreters, the 


Pulgate, St. Ambroſe, Chryſoſtom, and 7 heopiylact ? 
Theſe all have [Chrift] not [God]. Thus all the 
old Copies collated in the Polyglott, except that of Lin- 
coln, which reads Kue, or Lord, another Scripture+ 
Name for Chriſt, The great Man gives us another 
Reaſon for his Criticiſm, Chriſt is the Name of a Man, 
who was not in being at that Time. To this there 
is an eaſy Anſwer, that Chriſt is here put for the 
Son of God, who in the Fulneſs of time, after he had 
taken upon him humane Nature, was call'd Chriſt, by 


a known ſcriptural Figure, a Synecdoche of the whole, 


ec. Aſter the ſame ſophiſtical manner Grotius deals with 


another clear Teſtimony of the Son's Divinity; Coloſſ. 


i. v. 16. It is certain, ſay he, that all things were 
created by the Word, but what goes before, ſhews, that 


7 See Camero pon the Place, * Grotius in locum. 
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Chriſt is here treated of, the Name of a Man: there- 


fore i#Ti would be better tranſlated, were ſet in or- 


der, received ſome new ſtate or poſition, But if thoſe 
Words of the Apoſtle muſt nor be underſtood of a 
Creation properly ſpeaking, I ſhould think the Scrip- 


| tures inexplicable, and that nothing ceitain can be con- 


cluded from the moſt expreſs Paſſages of them. 
16. From theſe Premiſes it 1s manifeſt, that what the 
Fathers deliver'd concerning the appearances of the Lo- 


gos, or Son of God to the Patriarchs and holy Men 
under the old Teſtament is not their vain Comments, 


but Apoſtolical Tradition. I will add (and it is well 
worthy the Reader's Obſervation) that either the A- 
poſtles did not firſt teach this Doctrine, but receiv'd 
ir from the Fewiſh Traditions; or that what the Apo- 
ſtles were taught concerning this matter by the holy 


| Ghoſt did perfectly accord with that Tradition. Phils 


Fudens * ſays with St. Paul, that the Angel who pre- 
ſided over the //7aelites in the Wilderneſs was the Word, 
the firſt begotten of the Father, by whom he governs 
all things. The Place is very expreſs in his Book of 
Azriculture ; —< For God, as a Paſtor or King, governs 
« by certain Law and Rule the Earth, the Water, the 
“ Air, the Fire, all Places and Animals that are in them, 
« Moral and Divine; the Nature of the Heavens, the 
S© Perjods of the Sun and Moon, the Revolutions, and 


c harmonious Motions of the other Stars, having ſet 
t over them his true Word, his firſt begotten Son, 


ce to take upon him, as the Viceroy of the great King, 
$£ the care of his ſacred Flock: And it is ſaid ſome- 
ce where, Behold, I am, and I will ſend my Angel before 
& thy Face to keep thee in the Way.” This Opinion is alſo 
the ſame with that of the antient Chriſtians concern» . 
ing the Appearances to Adam after the Fall, to Moſes 
in the Buſh, and to Abraham. So in his Book of 
Dreams he ſays, * The holy Logos enjoins to ſome 


what they are to do, as a King; others acquaint- 


2 P. 1 32, Ed. Pariſ. 1 $52, p- 403, 404. 
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* ed with him he profitably inſtructs as their Maſter ;' 
4 ſome as a Councellor he leads into the beſt advice; 
- < others, who of themſelves know not what is good 
« for them, he greatly aſſiſts. To ſome as a Friend he 
« ſpeaks gently, by perſuaſion brings them into know- 
& ledpe of great Secrets, ſuch as the Profane are not ad- 
< mitted to. And fometimes as he ſpoke to Adam, he 
« a5ks, where art thou? — When he comes into an 
. Aſſembly of his Friends, he never begins to ſpeak 
& before he has called them, before he has fpoke to 
c them all by Name, to ſecure their Attention in order 
tc to the perpetual remembrance of his oracular Words. 
« Thus in another Place it is ſaid, be ſilent and hear. 
«« After this manner he called Moſes out of the Buſh. 
« As foon as he faw, ſays the Place, that he came nearer 
« ro ſee the thing, God called him out of the Buſh, 
« ſaying Moſes, Moſes; who anſwer d, What is it? 
& So Abraham, &c.” The fame Philo * in the fame 
Book thought the Lord, who rain'd Fire and Brimſtone 
upon Sodom and Gomorrah, to be the fame Word, as do 
the Eccleſiaſtical Fathers. For after he had cited thoſe 
Words of Geneſis, the Sun was riſen upon the Earth when 
Lot eztred into Zoar, and the Lord rained Brimſtone' and 
Fire upan Sodom and Gomorrah, he immediately adds, 
« For the Word of God, when he viſits the Earth, 
« aſſiſts thofe that are virtuous, or inclined to be ſo, 
4 in affording them all Refuge and Safety; but to 
« thofe who oppoſe him he ſends inevitable Ruin and 
« Deſtruction.” | 
17. Grotius objects, that Philo calls created Angels 
R, or Words, becauſe they in their Capacities 
are Meſſengers and Interpreters of the divine Will; 
but that does not ſignify much, for though it be ve- 
ry true, yet in the Place alledged, and many others, 
which 1 might eaſily add to them, it is manifeſt, that 
3 certain fingular Wo R p, ſo call'd by Way of Emi- 


8 Pe 393. 7 | 
conſe· 


nence, who is the farſt begotten Son of God, and by 
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conſequence ſuperior to Angels and the whole World, 
is denoted. But if Philo does in ſome Places ſpeak 
leſs honourably of the Word of God, his firſt begot- 
ten Son, he may well be excus'd, as being in an Age, 
in which the Myſtery of the Trinity was not fully re- 
veab'd to the Fews. Nay, we ſhould' rather wonder 
that in ſuch Darkneſs he ſhould ſee ſo clear. In ene 
Place, he * ſays, that this Word of God is above the 
whole World, the moſt antient, the moſt noble of all 
Creatures. In another Place he calls him the Word 
of God, which made the World, And a little after, 
the inviſible-.3 ſpiritual, divine Word, the Word of 
God, the ſuper-czleſtial Star, the Fountain of the ſen- 
ſible Stars. And “ in another Place he calls him not 
only the moſt antient, the moſt holy Word, but al- 
ſo the eternal Image, | 1 5 
18. That no Man may ſuſpe& that Philo platoni- 
zes here (as ſome not well e in the Fewiſh Litera- 
ture have thought, whereas the contrary is rather true, 
that Plato was oblig'd to the Fews, Philos Country- 
men, for his Notions of the Word) the Fewiſh Author 
of the Book intitled, the Viſdom of Solomon (not Phi- 
lo, as ſome have vainly dreamt, but a much antienter 
Perſon, as 1s evident) philoſophizes after the ſame 
manner concerning the Word. Speaking of the An- 
gel, who ſmote the firſt born, Ch. xviii. 15, he fays, , 
Thy Almighty Word came down a ferce Warrior from the 
Heavens, from the regal Thrones into the midſt of 4 
Land of Deſtruftion. Where it is manifeſt he ſpeaks 
of the Word imperſoned. It is alſo as clear, that he 
| ſpeaks of a divine Perſon, not ſome miniſtring Angel, 
as Gratins would have it; becauſe he calls this Word 
Almighry, and aſcribes to him a regal Throne in Hea- 
ven. To which add, v. 16. he ſtood, and fill d all 
with Death, he touch'd the Heavens, and walked upon 
the Earth. In theſe Words are ſignify'd his Power, 
and Greatneſs, who poſſeſſes all things, and ſhews forth 
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his Might in Heaven and Earth. Herein perhaps (fot 
I dare not affirm it) this Author is miſtaken when he 
makes the deſtroying Angel the ſame with the Word: 
For the moſt antient Interpreters have thought him a 
Be that as it will, it is clear that this 
antient and venerable Writer thought that the very 


mere Angel. 


Word did ſometimes deſcend from his regal Throne in 


Heaven in the Likeneſs of an Angel, was ſent by the 


Father, and is therefore call'd the Angel in Scripture. 


Maſius cites a very old Rabbinical Book, the Tanchumah, 


and Rabb. Gerundenſis to this purpoſe. 


See the 


Words at large in his Commentary upon Foſhua, Ch. 
v. v. 13, 14. 


19. It is eſpecially to be obſerved upon this Head, 


(and learned Men have long ſince obſerved it) that the 


Chaldee Paraphraſes, almoſt as often as mention is made 

ſpeaking with us, aſſiſting us, or 
converſing among us, Fave rendered the Name of [Gad] 
by the [Word] ſignifying that in thoſe Places the Scri- 
pture treated of the Son of God, who 1s called The 
Mord, whoſe Property it is to tranſact with us, Gen. iii. 
8. They heard the Voice of the Lord God. The Targum 
of Onbelos and Fonathan have it the Voice of the Word 
of the Lord God. v. 9. God called Adam. The Feru- 
ſalem Targum — the Word of the Lord —- underſtanding 


in Scripture of God 


it as before we have ſaid Philo does. 
was with him. 


And I will preſerve them by Jehovah their God. Jonathan's 


Gen. xxi. 20. God 


Onkelos, the Mord of. the Lord. V. 22. 
God is with thee, -- Onkelos, the Word of God. Oſea i. 7. 


Targum, And I will keep them by the Word of the Lord their 


God. This Place the antient Chriſtian Writers generally 


expounded of Salvation by Chriſt. To take off the force 
of theſe, and the like innumerable Paſſages in the Targums, 


ſome Perſons * obſerve that the Word N 


Or ID. 


which we tranſlate The Word, is ſometimes no more than 


aun ipſe, the, or the very; bur this is trifling. For grant 


See Jacobus Cap 


Ex reſſton. 


ellus upon John i. 1. concerning the Force of this 
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the Obſervation be ſometimes true, I deny it to be fo 
in the Cafe before us. Not to ſay that Philo, and the 
Author of the Book, of Wiſdom, both antient Jews, 
own'd, (as has been prov'd) a certain Word of God 
the Father, a Perſon, or Subſiſtence, really diſtinct from 
God the Father, who was wont to deſcend to, and 
converſe with Men; there are in the Chaldee Paraphra- 
ſes ſome Places, that will not bear this Interpretation, 
Gen. XX. z. The Hebrew Text is, Aud God came 
to Abimelech. Onbelos and Fonathan read, And the 
Mord came from the Face of God to Abimelech ; which 
can never be underſtood, And the God, very God, or 
God himſelf came from the Face of God. Fſalm cx. 
v. 1. Jonathan s Targum, as Petrus Galatinus, and that 
excellent Perſon Paulus Fagins inform us (for the 
Targum upon the Pſalms is either loſt, or was never 
printed) thus paraphraſes, The Lord ſaid to his Word, 


fit thou on . right Hand; which according to theſe 
u 


Critics, muſt be pleaſantly rendered, The Lord ſaid to 
himſelf, fit this —— But no more of this Stuff. 

20. It is now clear from the Premiſes, with how great 
Authority the antient Doctors of the Church affirmed 
him to be the Son of God, who formerly appeared to 
holy Men under the Old Teſtament, by the glorious 
Name Fehovah, and received from them divine Honours. 
The careful Reader will obſerve that I have proved the 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son, at the ſame time that I on- 


ly intended to . his Pre- exiſtence before the Bleſſed 


Virgin. For from the Premiſes it is very clear, that the 
Ante- Nicene Fathers have unanimouſly taught, and that 
by the Suffrage of the New Teſtamenr and the old 

ewiſh Doctors, that he, who appeared to Moſes in the 
burning Buſh, and in Mount Sinai, and who talked with 
him, and who ſhewed himſelf to Abraham, &c. was the 
Word, or Son. But it is certain that he who appeared, 
is called Fehovah, He who ts, the God of Abraham, Iſaac 


and Jacob, &c. which Titles are proper to God only, 


„Lib. 3. Chap. 28, upon Deuter. Chap. 5. 


not 
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not ſuited to any Creature. This is the very Argument 
the Fathers generally uſe to prove that the Son of God, 
not any mere created Angel, appeared at thoſe times ; 
becauſe he who appear d was called Fehovah; and had di- 
vine Honours paid him ; things incommunicable to a 
Creature, and proper to God alone; whence it follows, 
they all believed the Son true God. But I leave this 
Matter to its proper Place, the ſecond Section, and pro- 


ceed to the remaining part of this Theſis. | 
EEEEET EE EI Is 
Cnr; 


The Second Part of this Theſis is confirmed, 
__ he pre- exiſted before the World and 
made it. | | 


HE other Part of this Theſis is deſign'd to ſhew | 
that the Antients thought the Son was begotten 
of the Father before the Foundation of the World, and 
that all things were made by him. There is no neceſſity 
of dwelling upon this Head. In the following Sections 
much more excellent things will be alledged of the Son. 
I will therefore content my ſelf here with ſome few Te- 
ſtimonies in the Apoſtolical Age, or the next after it, and 
and that becauſe, in theſe times eſpecially, our modern 
Photinians meaty boaſt that their Opinion prevailed 
in the Church of Chriſt. N 7 
2. We have an Epiſtle under the Name of St. Barna- 
bas, firſt printed in pur own Age. Our learned Dr. 
Hammond, the great Iſaac Voſſius, and others, have 
thought the Apoſtle Barnabas the Author of it, up- 
on this account chiefly, becauſe Clemens Alexandr. 
Origen, and other Antients, cite it under his Name. 
Nor have the Patrons of the contrary Opinien any 
GGG 
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of the Epiſtle ſeems to interpret ſome Paſſages of the 
Old Teſtament too myſtically. But Dr. Hammond, in 
his Diſſert. 1. againſt Blondel, gives a probable Reaſon of 
this, where, after he has in the preceding Chapter given 
the Character of the Gwoſtics, he ſays : © This Cha- 
“ radter gives great Light to the Epiſtle of the Apo- 

«« ſtle Barnabas, which (being a prolix and compli- 
& cated Riddle) would otherwiſe have puzzled the 
« Readers. Thoſe Diſciples of Simon, with their 
© boaſted Knowledge, i. e. their Faculty of myſti- 
& cally interpreting the Holy Scripture accommoda- 
e ted many Myſteries of the old Teſtament to their 
« impure Purpoſes. Barnabas takes Occaſion from 
this, almoſt throughout his whole Epiſtle, to op- 

6 poſe his own Myſtical and Cabaliſtic Interpretations 
ce of the old Teſtament to the Doctrines of the Gro» 
tc tics.” The Doctor alſo ſhews in what follows, how 
excellently that whole Epiſtle tends to confute the Do- 


age of theſe Heretics. Be this as it will, the Teſti» 


monies of the Antients before ſpoken of, the Phraſes 
us'd by him, and proper to the Apoſtolical Age, the 
Simplicity of the Style, and the Hereſies he oppoſes, 
uch only as ſprung up under the Apoſtles, certainly 
ſhew him to be a very antient Author. Not far from 
the beginning of his Epiſtle, according to the old La- 
tix Verſion (for we have not the Greek, in that Part) 


* Apainſt this Epiſtle Dr. Whitby oppoſes what is ſaid by Eusebius, 
p. 78. Eccl. Hiſt. that it was &y olg. and Corelerizs's judgment 
upon it, as prefixt to the Epiſtle, But unfortunately it happens 
that our Author does not uſe it as the Epiltle of an Apoſtle, bat, 
of a very antient Author. {(24ly,) Ey vb ots in Euſebius does 
not ſignify ſpurious, but as not only Valeſius, but he himſelf has 
interpreted it, dubious, of the fame Credit with the Apocalypſe, 
an approv'd Author. (See this very Page, and Page 83.) {3aly,) 

Cotelerius is fo far from rejecting it as the Writing of a very an- 
tient and good Author, that he greatly magnifies it, fays it is a 
moot Point, whether it belongs to the Apoltle Barnabas, or not; 
but whether it does or not, declares it by the Suffrages of the An- 
tients, always to have been of great Authority, never by any 
one charg'd with Hereſy. 


this 


i ff 

this Author ſpeaks thus concerning our Lord. Aud 
for this end the Lord ſuffered for our Souls, though he 
is the Lord of the hole World, to whom God, before the 
Conſtitution of the World, ſaid, Let us make Man after our 
Image, and Similitude. And a little after he calls 
the Sun, the Work of the Hands of the Son of God. There 


15 in the ſame ny 1 a famous Paſſage, * Then he diſ- 
covered himſelf to be the Son of God: For if he had not 


come in the Fleſh, how- ſhould we who ſaw him, have been 


ſaved, ho looking upon the corruptible Sun, the Work of 


bis Hands, are not able to bear up againſt its Rays ? Laſt- 
ly, Chap. 9. he has theſe Words concerning our Savi- 
our: 3 Herein you have the Glory of Feſus, that all things 
are in Him, and for Him. | . 

3. Hermas, or the Author of the Paſtor, is of the 
ſame Opinion. Of the Antiquity of this Author Gro- 
tins upon St. Mark (Chap. 2. v. 8.) tells you, Who- 
ſoever the Author is, he is very antient, as appears by Irenæ- 


us and Clement, who uſe his Words; and indeed it is 


manifeſt that he was contemporary with Clemens Roma- 


nus. Thus the old Woman ſpeaks to him in the ſe- 


cond Viſion near the End: Thon ſhalt write tws 
Copies, and ſend one to Clement, and another to Grapte. 
Nou Clement will ſend it into foreign Cities. Altho* 


Blondel rages, like a mad Man, againſt this Author and 
his Writings, calls them the Dreams of a Prophet in 


Maſquerade, ana him an impure Dogmarizer, the Foun- 
tain of the Novatiaus and Pelagians, the Gulph of Mon- 
taniſtical Superſtitions (becauſe he makes Biſhops a Su- 
E Order to Presbyters, p. 80. and p. 116. a thing 

e could never bear) yet the Judgment of Antiquity, 
much to be preferred beſore the Cenſure of the learned 
Blondel, had another Opinion of both. The Paſtor is 


cited by Irexexs under the Name of Scripture. Mell 


ſays the Scripture then, Believe firſt of all, that there is one 


1 Cotelerius's Apoſtolical Fathers, Vol. 1. p. 60, 61. Ed. Ant- 


werp. 1698. the ci Tra lation, the Original is loſt. p. 16. 


3 p. 40. Fp. 78. 
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God, who appointed, made and perfected all Things of no- 
thing. * This is Euſebiuss Obſervation, and the Place is 
found verbatim in Book 2. Mand. 1. of Hermas, as now 
| extant. * Bellarmine's Note is much to the Purpoſe in 
this Caſe, viz. That Jrenæus would not call that Scrip- 
ture which was written by an Author of his own Age, 
not an Apoſtle, or one who had heard them. + Clem. 
Alex. cites him often, and expreſsly owns a Power di- 
vinely ſpeaking to Hermas by Revelation. Tertullian, whilſt 
a Catholic, in Anſwer to a Paſſage out of Hermas alledg'd 
for a Cuſtom he did not like, does not reject the Autho- 
rity, but, as is uſual, in conſidering other Scriptures en- 
deavours te evade it by a qualifying Interpretation. 
And in © another Place, after he fell into Montaniſin, tho? 
angry at the Paſtor by reaſon of his allowing a ſecond 
Repentance to Fornicators and Adulterers, (as indeed the 
whole Scripture does) calling him the Paſtor of Adul- 
terers, and denying his Canonical Authority, he reje&s 
him in an honourable manner, and gives him place next to 
the Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, written as he 
ſuppos'd by Barnabas. According to this Paſſage ano- 
ther of the ſame Book ſhould be interpreted, where ? Ter- 
tullian calls this Piece falſe and adulterate, that is, as he 
himſelf afterwards ſays, not Canonical. Origen alſo 
cites this Book very often, and in a certain place calls it, 
not only a uſeful Writing, bur divinely inſpir d. Euſebius 
cites it from Irenæus. Athanaſms uſes it alſo, and calls it 
a very uſeful Book ; a Judgment of thar great Man's, 
which every unprejudic'd Reader will approve. Rufinus 
w gives it the ſame Place in the New Teſtament, as to 
the Books of Tobit, &c. under the Old. So does Je- 
rome in his Prolog. Galeat. and in his Book of Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Writers, he ſays, © The Paſtor is publickly read in 
ce ſome Churches of Greece, truly an uſeful Book, and 


» 140. Eccl. Hiſt. De Scriptor. Eccleſ. de Auctore Libri, qui 
Paſtor inſcribitur. 3 Coteler, Apoſt. Fathers, p. 85. 1p. 261. 
Strom. 1. Ed. Lugduni Batav. 1616. 5 Tertul. p. 134. de Ora- 
tione. 6p. 592. de Pudicitia. 7 p. 563, In Rom. c. 16. 
9 p. 49. Tom. 1. In ä 37. 
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« much cited by antient Authors.” Much more may 
be read concerning this matter in the Defence of St. 1g- 


natius by the right reverend and very learned Prelate Bi- 


ſhop Pearſon *. 

4. In order to eſtabliſh the antient Credit of this Au- 
thor, which with me is a matter of ſome Importance, I 
will briefly conſider the Objections made againſt him by 
the Moderns, eſpecially the Reformed. (I.) They fay 
he teaches Doctrines which are not Apoſtolical. Thus 
Scultetus, and after him Rivet + © In the third Viſion the 
« old Woman preaches Purgatory.” But theſe great 
Men are in this greatly miſtaken. When Hermas en- 
quires, whether thoſe, who in that Viſion are caſt out 
of the Tower into the Fire, ſhall ever have the Grace of 
Repentance, or be able to obtain a Place again in the Tow- 


er? The old Woman anſwers : They are capable of Re- 


pentance, not of a Place in this Tower ; but th ſhAll be 
put in a much lower Place, after they have been afflicted, and 


filled up the Days of their Sins. And for this Reaſon ſhall 


be taken out of the Fire, becauſe they have conſidered the good 


Word. Then ſhall be freed from their Puniſhments, if 
they ſeriouſly think upon their evil Works ; but if they do 


not, they ſhall not be ſaved for the Hardneſs of their Heart. 


Similitude 6. near the End you have a parallel Place: 
6 For an angry Man takes Pleaſure in fatisfying his own 


« Temper ; ſo an Adulterer, a Drunkard, a Backbitcr, a 
c Lyar, a covetous Man, and a Deceiver, and the like, are 
ce gratify' d in indulging their Diſeaſe. All theſe Sweets 
& and Pleaſures are hurtful to the Servants of God; 
<* therefore for theſe they are tormented and puniſhed. 


There are alſo Pleaſures which bring Salvation. Ma- 


c ny take Pleaſure in Works of Goodneſs, being drawn 
ec to them by the Satisfaction they give. This Pleaſure 
« then is profitable to the Servants of God, and gives 
« Life to them. But thoſe before-mentioned are hurt- 
« ful, and end in Torment and Pains. Whoſoever there- 


« fore ſhall abide in them, and not repent, ſhall purchaſe 


ePass prior Vind, Ignat, * p. 80, Patr, Apoſtol, 2 p. 107. 
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ce to themſelves Death.” Where it is moſt plain, that 
no Regard is had to a Papal Purgatory (a Monkiſh Fig- 
ment unknown to the three firſt Centuries) but to thoſe 
purging Puniſhments and Afflictions, which God of his 


Mercy ſends upon Sinners in this World for their A- 


mendment. Thus the Paſtor fully explains himſelf in 
the ſame ſixth Similitude a little before the former Paſ- 
age : There he fays that he ſaw Cattle, which a certain 
Shepherd drove 1nto a Precipice ſo full of Thorns and 
Briars, that they could not get out; but being intangled 
there fed upon the Briars and Thorns, and underwent 
great Torments from his Guidance; for he drave them, 
and neither gave them time or place for Reſt. Nothing 
can be clearer, unleſs what you find in the third Yi/ffons 


which plainly overthrows the Doctrine of * Purgatory. 
« When therefore I ſaw them thus beaten and afflited, 


I was ſorry for them, becauſe they were greatly tor- 


cc mented and had no reſpite. I faid then to the Shep- 
« herd that was with me, Pray, Sir, who is this im- 
e placable ſevere Shepherd, who has no Mercy to- 
« wards theſe Cattle? This Shepherd, fays he, is a 
«« Meſſenger of Vengeance to the Juſt. To him are 
& delivered thoſe who have gone aſtray from God, and 
ce ſerved the Luſts and Pleaſures of this World. He 
5 File them with ſeveral ſevere Puniſhments as they 
c have reſpectively deſerved. I would know, Sir, fays 
cc I, what fort of Puniſhments theſe are? Obſerve, 
« ſays he, theſe are the ſeveral Puniſhments and Tor- 
« ments, which Men daily endure in their Lives. Some 
ce have Loſſes, others Want, others divers Diſeaſes 3 ſome 
ce the Inconſtancy [of Friends], others Injuries from un- 


« worthy Men, and many other Exerciſes and Inconve- 
« niences. When then they have ſuffered all this A ffli- 


c ction and Trouble, they are delivered over to me for 
« good Admonition, they are ſtrengthened in the Faith 


c of the Lord, and the remainder of their Days ſerve 


« him with a pure Mind. And when they have begun 


Z P. 186. *D- 108," 107» 
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c to repent, the wicked Actions in which they have 


been employed, ariſe up into their Thoughts. Then 
cc they give Glory to God, ſay ing that he is a juſt Judge, 
de and that they have deſervedly ſuffered all theſe things 

&« according to their Deeds. But for the future they 
c ſerve God with a pure Heart, and have ſucceſs in all 
« their Affairs, receiving from God whatever they de- 
&« fire. Then they give Thanks that they have been 


_ & delivered over to me, and now ſuffer no Trouble, 


« c Thoſe then 2pho are about to repent, if they 
ſhall repent, ſhall be ſtrong in the Faith ; if they repent now 
whilſt the Tower is building. For if the Tower be finiſhed, 
there is no Place for any one, but he ſhall be reprobate. He 
only ſhall have it, ho is now placed in the Tower. Ano- 
ther Objection is, that he aſſerts Free-will : but this 
is frivolous, Free-will acting with, and under Grace he 
aſſerts, and ſo do the Scriptures; ſo do the Catholic 
Doctors of the firſt Ages. That is a greater Reflection, 
which the Papal as well as the Reformed Divines caſt 
upon him, namely, that he allows only one Repentance 
to Perſons who have fallen into grievous Sins, after the 
Grace received in Baptiſm. The Words alleged are 
theſe: ſay uno thee, if a Man ſhall ſin after that 
great and holy Calling, he hath one Repentance ; but if he 
ſhall ſin often, and repent, it ſhall not profit, he ſhall hardly | 

live unto God. The Paſtor ſeems to ſpeak here of thoſe 
who having fallen after the regenerating Grace receiv'd, 
and being reſtored by Repentance, every now and then, 
often relapſe, and repent. He juſtly condemns this de- 
ſultory Repentance. He deſpairs not of their Salvation, 
but aſſerts that their Caſe is difficult. So before in the 


ſame Chapter, he oppoſes the ſinning often to the one 


Repentance. For ſhewing how a Man ought to behave 
himſelf towards his Wife, whom he has juſtly divorced, 
if ſhe repent, and deſire to be received, he ſays, he 
ought to receive the Sinner that repents, but not often; 
for the Servants of God have but one Repentance. 


1 p.80, 2p. 90. : 
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Again, if you m6 th ſubinde | afterwards] then the 
Paſtor is to be underſtood of Penance to be performed 
before the Church, and Abſolution conſequent upon it, 
which the ſeverer Diſcipline of that Age did never ſuffer 
to be repeated in many Places, altho' they did not exclude 
thoſe, who had frequently lapſed, from the Hope of 

obtaining Pardon at God's hand. Thus Aceſius explains 


the Novatian Opinion, & c Tho we ought not to admit thoſe 


to the Communion of the holy MAHyſteries, 2ho after Baptiſm 
have fallen into that Sin which the Scriptures call a Sin unto 
Death, yet ought we to exhort them to Repentance, and to 
expect he Remiſſion of Sin, not from the Prieſts, but from 
God, ho has Power and Authority to forgive Sins. In- 
deed, explain Hermas as you will, this is certain, that 
he excludes not the lapſed from the Hope of living 
with God: He only ſays, as I before noted, that their 
Caſe is difficult. The Epiſtle to the Hebrews was a 
long time before it was received by the Church of Rome, 
upon account of a like Paſſage. What Grotius has no- 
ted upon chap. vi. v. 4. Cc. of that Epiſtle is worthy 
Obſervation. So much by way of Digreſſion in De- 
fence of Hermas ; let us now {ce what this Author ſays 
againſt the Arian. 

5. The Teſtimony of this venerable Apoſtolical Wri- 
ter concerning the Pre-exiſtence of the Son is very fla- 
grant. Thus he ſpeaks in the ninth Similitude, The 
Son of God is more antient than any Creature, inſomuch that 
he as of Counſel to his Father in making the Creatures. 
The Author of the Irenicum acknowledges this Place, 
and is of our Opinion about the Antiquity and Autho- 
rity of the Writer of it. Nevertheleſs in order to de- 
fend his abſurd Notion, that Juſtin Martyr firſt taught 
the Pre-exiſtence of the Son before the World, and of 
the Creation of the World by him, and learnt it from 
Plato; he thus endeavours to elude it 5: © It is atogether 
c uncertain whether he means Chriſt by the Son of God, 
cc when he ſays, in his ninth Simil. "That the Son is 


E Socrates, p. 32, ? p. Apoſt, Patr. 115. p. 21, Irenic, 
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c more antient than any Creature. Uncertain alto- 
gether! Then ſurely Sceptics are the wiſeſt Men, and 
there 1s no Certainty in humane Aﬀairs, Nay, fays 
this anonymous Author, the Holy Spirit is called by Her- 
mas in the fifth Simil. and other Places, the Son of God. 
But here the Heretic is utterly miſtaken, and clearly be- 
trays his own Ignorance of that primitive Antiquity and 
Faith, which he boaſts he has diſcovered more plain than 
ever it was before. Hermas no where calls the Hol 
Ghoſt, the third Perſon of the Divinity, the Son of God. 
The Words this Author refers to are, The Son of God is 
a Holy Spirit, not The Holy Ghoſt is the Son of God; as 
is manifeſt to any one who conſults the Place : For there 
Hermas is ſpeaking of nothing elſe but the Son of - God, 
who was made a Servant for our Salvation, and took up- 
on him that Body in which he convers'd with Men as a 
Servant. But how is the Son of God called by Hermas 
Holy Spirit? In reſpect of his Divinity, as he was a 
moſt Holy Spirit, exiſting from his Father a moſt Holy 
Spirit; in which Senſe the Title of Holy Spirit may be 
given to every Perſon of the Trinity. The third Per- 
ſon of the Divinity is called Holy Spirit properly, not 
with reſpect to his Nature, (for ſo the Father and Son 
have a right to thes Titles) but upon account of his in- 
effable Spiration from the Father by the Son. The an- 
tient Writers have not always exactly obſerved the Diſ- 
tinction betwixt the Generation of the Son and the Pro- 
ceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt by Spiration (as the great 
Grotius has truly ſaid in his Notes upon Mark ii. 8.) ; 
Theſe are his Words, « The Divine Nature in Chriſt 
ce js called Spirit, not only as being incorporeal, in which 
ce ſenſe that Name belongs to the Father; but alſo be- 
& cauſe the Word generare, or to beget, uſed in diſtin- 
« guiſhing the Logos and Holy Spirit, and «TevjaCur, 
ce or to dart forth as a Ray of Light, uſed by the Greeks 
ce ſometimes, is by them alſo rendered in a looſer term 


"P13. - p. Tos. S. 5. Greg. Nyſſen, Orat. 1. contra 
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ec | ſpirare] to breathe, denoting any Emanation what- 
« ſoever, or Emiſſion, as Tertullian ſpeaks : For Tertul- 
ce lian has affirmed againſt Praxeas, that the Son as well 
c proceeds as 1s derived.“ See the Holy Scriptures, 
Mark ii. 8. Rom. i. 3, 4. 1 Tim. iii. 16. Heb. ix. 14. 
1 Pet. iii. 18, 19, 20. St. John vi. v. 63. compared 


with v. 56. But however this be, it is very certain that 


the Son of God, the ſecond Perfon in the Deity, is in 
many Places of the Fathers, called Sorts Spirit of God, 
Holy Spirit. If any one is fo much a ſtranger to this 
way of ſpeaking in the Fathers, that he knows not this, 
Grotius, in the Places before-mentioned, will give him 


abundant Satisfaction, and tell him likewiſe that Hermas 


was the Patron of it. To Grotius's Authorities from 
the moſt antient Fathers I will add two, the Author of 


the Epiſtle commonly ſaid to be Barnabas s, and Ignatius. 
The former in the ſeventh 9 ſpeaks thus of Chriſt : 


He was about to offer the Vehicle of the Spirit a Sacrifice 


for our Sins. Her? the humane Nature of Chriſt is cal- 


led the Veſſel or Vehicle of the Spirit, viz. of the Di- 
vinity, as the ſame Author afterwards expounds it, 
Hence (by the bye) we may underſtand Heb. ix. v. 14. 
where it is ſaid, that Chriſt offer'd himſelf to God with- 
out blemiſh by the eternal Spirit; i. e. the eternal Divi- 
nity of the Son offered to God upon the Altar of the 


Croſs the humane Nature gr (as we ſpeak) uni- 


ted to himſelf . Ignatius thus inſcribes his Epiſtle; To 
the Smyrneans, * much Greeting, in the immaculate Spirit, 
the Word of God; where the Word, or-Son of God, is 
plainly called immaculate, or Holy Spirit. 

6. To conclude this clear Point: Whoſoever is affect- 
ed by hs Words of this anonymous Author, may eaſily 
free himſelf from the Scruple, by conſulting Hermas in the 
Place cited. About the Beginning of this Simil, * the Pa- 


3 Apoſt, Pair. p. 21. c. 7. An Interpretation never taken 
notice of by Dr. Clarke, though he uſes the Text often, and in one 
| Place confeſſes the Ambiguity of the Word Spirit, p. 228. Scrip. 

Dor. 3 Vol. 2. Apoſt, Patr. p. 34. 4 The Similitude be- 
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ſtor had repreſented to Hermas a very large Field encom- 
paſſed with twelve Mountains, in the middle of it a large 
old Rock higher than the Mountains, in which there ſeem- 
ed to be lately hewna new Gate brighter than the Sun. Af- 
ter the Paſtor had finiſhed his Simil. Hermas asks for an 
Interpretation of it ; and firſt of the Rock and the Gate. 
The Paſtor tells him they were the Son of God, Her- 


mas then asks, why the Rock is old, and the Gate new? 


To which the Paſtor anſwers, That the Son of God 
is older than every Creature, &c, that the Gate is there- 
fore new, becauſe he appeared in the laſt Days, that 
they who would obtain Salvation, might enter into the 


Kingdom of Heaven through him. Then, for an II- 


luſtration of the Simil. of the Gate, he compares it to 
a walled City with one Gate; and adds, © As there is 
« no Entrance into that City but by that one Gate, 
cc ſo there is no Entrance into the Kingdom of God, 
ce but by the Name, of his Son, who is moſt dear to 
“ him.” And a little after he again ſpeaks to the ſame 
purpoſe : © Good God ! that a Man ſhould not ſee 
<« in ſo clear a Light! What Chriſtian is ignorant who 
i 

c peared in the laſt Days, who is the Gate, by which 
ec alone we Sinners have acceſs to the Father, and an En- 
« trance into the Kingdom of Heaven.” But beſides 
theſe there are many other things in this Sil. tending to 
evince who this Son of God is. For the Paſtor ſhews 
a Tower, which is the Church, built upon the Rock; 
he ſpeaks of the ſeveral Gifts and Graces of the Holy 
Spirit (adumbrated in the Simil. by Virgins) ; he ſays, 
They that have believed God by ha Son, have put on this 
Spirit; plainly diſtinguiſhing the Son from the Spirit. 
Then he commemorates the Apoſtles and Doctors (re- 
preſented by Stones) who have preached the coming of 


the Son of God. Then he ſpeaks of the Gentiles (fig- 


nified by Mountains) converted to the Faith of the Son 
of God; all Natiens have heard and believed, and are 
called only in the Name of the Son of God, Who 
does not ſee that all theſe things belong to the Son of 


: God, 


this Son is, that is moſt dear to his Father, who ap- 


ES 


/ 


| 1 

the NIC EN E FAT H. 41 

God, 5. e. to Chriſt? What pious Man does nat deteſt 
the incredible Impudence of this anonymous Scribbler 2 

So much for Hermas. 8 EE 
7. Ignatins, who was made Bithop of Autioch by the 
Apoſtles, ſhall come next. His ſeven Epiſtles mention- 
ed by Euſebius, firſt publiſhed in Latin from two Ex- 
gliſo Manuſcripts by Primate Oſher, afterwards in Greek 
(except the Epiſtle to the Romans) from the Mediceas 
opy. by the very learned Jſaac Yoſſins, have been ſuffi- 
ciently defended againſt Blondel by Dr. Hammond and 
Voſſius, and againſt Daille by the Biſhop of Cheſter. All 
impartial a now conclude them genuine, notwith- 
ſtanding the Efforrs of the Obſervater upon Pearſon, 
who has endeavoured to * Daille's broken and defeated 
Forces, This Ignatius, in bis Epiſtle to the Magneſſans, 
ſpeaking of Chriſt, ſays, ho before Ages was with the 
Father, and in the End appeared. But more of Jonatins 


hereafter. 


8. Juſtin the Philoſopher liv'd, wrote, and ſuffered 


; Martyrdom in the Age after the Apoſtles. This Period, 
the firſt Succeſſion of the Apoſtles, as the excellent Ja. 


leſrus has rightly obſerved, is continued to the Times 
of Marcus Antoninus. For in his Reign Pohcarp, the 


| Diſciple of St. OY now above a hundred Years old, 


ſuffered Martyrdom, according to the Romas Martyro- 


logy, upon Far. 26. A. D. 167. bee wrote both 
his Apologies to Antoninus Pius, who died in the Year 165. 


and in his Reign (as Yale/us * contends) bled for the 
Chriſtian Religion. All conſent that he was a Martyr 
for the Faith before 167, Hence Fuſtin calls himſelf a 


Diſciple of the Apoſtles. Now this very antient Fq- 


ther, this glorious Martyr, every where in his Writi 

freely profeſſed, and ſtrenuouſly defended the Son's Pre- 
exiſtence before the World, and his Creation of it, as 
the common and received Doctrine of the Church, 
againſt Jews and Gentiles, T'll only produce two Pla- 


2 Publiſhed at Rhoan in Normandy, 1674. 2 Vol. 2. Patr. 
Apoſt. p. 1856, 3 Annot, in Euſeb. p. 39%. f 
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Ces. In his Apology, commonly called the fr, after he 

has ſpoke of the Faber, he adds of the Son: Hlis Son, he 
who alone is properly called the Son, the Word, was with the 
Father before his Works, and begotten of him ; for in the 


Beginning he made, and ſet in order all 1 875 him, &c. 


In his Dialogue with Trypho : * But this Offspring, which 
really proceeded from the Father, was with the Father, be- 


fore all things were made, and to him the Father ſpoke, Let 
us make Man, &c. ag 


9. Tian, the Diſciple of Juſtin, explaining the com- 


mon Notion of the Chriſtians in his Days, concerning 
the Son of God, fays, * We know him the Principle of the 
World. And a little after, That heavenly Word, * a Spi- 


rit begotten of his Father, and Reaſon of his rational Power, + 


made Man, the Image of Immortality, in Imitation of the 


Father, ho begot him. And again, The Word made the 


Angels before the Formation of Man. | 
10. Athenagoras, the Athenian, next to Tuſtin, a ve- 
ry learned Philoſopher, and a great Ornament of the 


Chriſtian Profeſſion, in his Book written to M. Aurelius 
Antoninus and his Collegue, giving an Account of the 
Chriſtian Faith in the Trinity, firſt ſpeaks of God the 


Father, and then ſubjoins, By whom all things were made 


Httle after he calls the Son, T he Firſt-bepotten of the Father, 


that he might be the Pattern and Life, the Idea and Energy 
e all things. : 
11. Laſtly, /renexs (in his Youth a diligent Hearer of 
Li pos and therefore juſtly placed by 5 Euſebius in the 
firſt Succeſſion of the Apoſtles) thus ſpeaks of the Word, 
or Son of God 7: * But nothing which is made, and 
c in Subjection, ſhall be compared with the Word of 


4 God, by whom all things were made, who is our Lord 


$ Jeſus Chriſt: For whether they are Angels or Arch- 
' angels, or Thrones or Dominions, St. John has told 


p. 3 Aprend. Juſt. Mart. p. 145. p. 146. 
-5 Append. Juſt. Mart. p. 10. — ibid. s Euſeb, Eccleſ. Hiſt: l. 5. 
c. 20. p. 152. Iren. lib. 3. cap. 8. p. 250. 


us, 
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te us, they were all appointed and made by him, who 


&« js God over all, by his Word. For, when he had 
C ſaid of the Word of God, that he was in the Father, 
& he added, All things were made by him, and withont 
cc him as not any thing made. Again; e Tie 


e Son, that is, the Word of God, prædiſpoſed theſe 
1 aw” from the Beginning, (the Father ſtood not in 


« need even of Angels) that he might make the World, 
& and form Man, 2 whom it was made.“ 
Thoſe that know the Fathers know very well, that 


the other Fathers of the firſt three Centuries are of the | 


fame Mind as the afore-cired : Thoſe that are not ac- 


quainted with them, I hope, will take my word for it, 
till J have the Opportunity, in the following Sections, of 


laying before them their Teſtimonies concerning this mat- 


ter, much more ample than any yet produced. Thus 


much for the Pre-exiſtence. 
Dr. GRABE's Annotations upon Barnabas. 


GaiNnsT-this Notion of the Pre-exiſtence, ſo ſo- 
lidly confirmed by Biſhop Bull, Luke Mellier, 
Miniſter of the Word of God (or rather ſome Perſon 
under that fictitious Name) has wrote a Book in 890, 
printed at London, and intitled, The Faith of the finſt 
Chriſtians demonſtrated from Barnabas, &c. in Oppoſition 
to Dr. G. Bull's Defence of the Nicene Creed. It ſhall 
be my Buſineſs (and I hope agreeable to the Reader) 
to ſhew how frivolous his evaſive Anſwers are. 
2. The firſt thing J ſhall take notice of, is his Refle- 
ctions upon our Author for his Citation of Barnabas. 
S. 2. chap. 2. Mellier ſays, (I.) That Barnabas there 
ſpeaks myſtically, with reſpect to the new Creation 


made by Jeſus Chriſt in the laſt Times. (2.) That he 


does not attribute thoſe Words to God talking with. the 
Son, but to the Scripture propheſying of Chriſt. (3.) 
Granting theſe Words to be repreſented as ſpoken to the 

| Lib. 4, cap. 17. | 
| Son 


. 


61. p. 59 p:. 60. | 
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Son by the Father, they are to be underſtood in a pro- 
phetical Senſe, as relating to the Chriſt, Who was to be, 


not to the Son as really exiſting. He ſupports his firſt 
Aſſertion thus: Chap. G. The Words are uſed of the 


nem Creation only; therefore they muſt alſo be ey un- 


derſtood, chap. 35. Suppoſing, but not granting t 


15 tO 


bed the Caſe, where is the Conſequence? Could not Bar- 


wabas uſe the ſame Paſſage at one time in a literal, and 
at another time in a myſtical Senſe? Nay, did he not 
act thus in the Place before us? He faid that the Words, 
Let us make Man, & . were ſpoken to the Son the Da 
before the conſtituting the World. But thoſe Wards 
reſpect the old, not the new Creation; therefore Bar- 
— is ſo to be underſtood, But admit that Barnabas 
took them in a myſtical Senſe, muſt not that Senſe be 
built upon the literal? How could Barnabas ſuppoſe 
them to relate to the Son in the new Creation, if he 
had not found them ſpoken to the ſame Son by the Father 
in the old? 8 5 3 

3. He ſays theſe Words were not ſpoken by the Fa- 
ther, but the Scripture. So Barnabas has it 3, The Scri- 


pture ſaith, Wo to them that are wiſe for themſelves only, 


-chap. 5. Thus ſaith the ſame Scripture, * He at 200und- 
ed for our Iniquities. And again the fame Scripture, The 
Nets are not ſet in vain for the Birds; and immediatel 

after, To hm he ſpoke before the Conſtitution of the World, 
Who? The /ame Scripture. Now this I deny. The 
preceding Places are all the Words of the Prophet con- 
cerning others in the third Perſon ; not, as theſe, the 


Words of one to another in the firſt, (2.) The Words 


do not immediately follow the others in the Places afore- 


cited, but at the diſtance of two Periods. (3.) It is 


very abſurd to ſay the Scriptures ſpoke of, or to Chriſt, 


before they themſelves exiſted, namely, upon the ſixth 
Day, the Day before the Conſummation of all things. 
(4.) Melber's Criticiſm falls hard upon himſelf, and it 


may juſtly be affirmed, that the Words he inſiſts upon as 
"is 19+ Patr. Apoſt. 1 Vol. or p. 61. in the old Verſion. 2 p. 60, 
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a Reaſon for 4 out thoſe he does not like, do 


much better deſerve that Uſage themſelves. For (1) 
They are no more in the oſd Latin Verſion than the 
other. (2.) The Words he refu'es, it is probable, were 
omitted by an ignorant Copyer, as tautologous, (ſo it 
often has happened, when a Word is immediately re- 
peated) but the Words he inſiſts upon are very lite an 
Addition, very unlike Barnabas. (3.) TY are incon- 
ſiſtent with the Place, and conſequently ablurd.  _ 

4. Mellier's third Objection is, That, ſuppoſing Bar- 


nabas repreſented God ſpeaking to his Son, the Words 
are to be underſtood as prophetical of the Chriſt, who was 
to come, not as directed to him now exiſting. Thus 


in another place Barnabas aſſerts, that God ſpoke to us 
Chriſtians, [creaſe and multiply, and have dominion over 


the Beaſts, &c. (in the end of Chap. 6.) but who can 


think that Barnabas then believed that there were ſuch 
Perſons as the Chriſtians ? Here our Adverſary deals 
deceitfully, not only not citing Barnabas Words, as 
every where elſe he does, bur alſo tranſlating them falſe, 


and reading [God ſpoke] when the Original plainly has 


it [God foretold ]. Beſides, though it ſhould be grant- 
ed, that God, when he bleſſed our firſt Parents, ſpoke 
to us, Increaſe, &c. this would not affect the Caſe at all: 
For Adam was the Type of us, and therefore God might 
typically ſpeak to us in him; but Chriſt was not in 
the old Creation typified by any Perſon with Regard to 
the new. The other Places alledged out of Barnabas by 


this Author are nothing to his Purpoſe. They are the 


Commands of God to his People by the Prophets; they 
related to that preſent Age, and their Succeſſors; they 
were, as the Apoſtle ſays, Rom. xv. 4. written for our 
Uſe: But no ſuch thing can be ſaid of the Words be- 
fore us. What Mellier has ſaid further from this Author 
is either frivolous or impertinent. 


5. I proceed to defend another Paſſage of Barnabas, 
cited by Biſhop Bull, wherein it is ſaid, that the Sun is 
the Work of his Hands, 2. e. of the Son's, concerning 
whom he is there ſpeaking, Meller ſays that = old 

a | nter- 
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Interpreter renders it [the Work of the Hand of God] 


and conſequently read ſo in the Greek, To which 1 
anſwer, (1.) That though he read fo, it does not fol- 
low that Barnabas wrote ſo, and it is certain that he, and 


the Copy he uſed were both alike, grieyoufly corrupt. 


(2.) eller confeſſes the Verſion imperfe& here, and 
if fo, why not ratheramend it from the Original, which 


is perfect, than correct the Original by it? Now it 


may well be thought that the Greek is right, and the 
Verſion wrong, becauſe the Reading of the Verſion is 


ſcarce ever met with in the ſacred Writers, but that 


of the Greek is very familiar; and becauſe the Corrupti- 
on of the Latin is more eaſily ro be accounted for than 


that of the Greek. (3-) Laſtly, ſuppoſing, but by no 


means granting, that Barnabas wrote as Miellier reads, 
25 the Argument is not at all the weaker on our ſide. 


or thus it ſtands: If Men can't behold the Sun, the 
Work of God's Hands, or a Creature, much leſs could 
they have bore the Sight of Chriſt, if he had not come 
in the Fleſh. Now this would be abſurd, if Chriſt, as 
well as the Sun was the Work of God's Hands, or a 
Creature. Barnabas therefore took him for the Creator, 
not a Creature, till incarnate. Our Adverſary was ſen- 
fible of this, when he made another Alteration in ſome 
receding Words, writing | ſeeing God] inſtead of 
| leere him ], and contending that God the Father is un- 

erſtood there. In this Place he is as well ſupported, 
as in the former ; he has neither Reaſon nor Authority. 
His Latin Verſion is maimed, and not able to aſſiſt him; 


and Barnabas muſt be excuſed too, becauſe he can't ſpeak 


againſt himſelf. In thoſe Words, How ſhall Men be 
ſaved beholding him, he manifeſtly alludes to the Brazen 


Serpent, which in his twelfth Chapter he had largely ex- 


plained, and expreſsly called a Type of Chriſt, becauſe 
though dead, as Chriſt was upon the Croſs, he could 
heal others, and he ſhould immediately be cared, he who 
looked upon him; where the Word cared, or ſaved, is 
the ſame as in the controverted Paſſage. It was not ad- 
viſedly done then by Meilier to change «vror into ve 

EE when 


„„ %% PDA £ A _ 


2 


the NIOGENE FAITH. 47 


when all he could gain by it, was only the fixing that 

Crime upon himſelf, which he, p. 20. had injuriouſſy 

charged upon rhe Orthodox, namely, corrupting the 
Words of St. Barnabas, Much more might be ſaid in 
this Caſe, but to be ſhort, I paſs on to another Place 
of Barnabas, chap. 12. All things are in him and for 
him, i.e. Chriſt. Mellier's Senſe of theſe Words, p. 22. 
is, that in him all ſuch Types and Prophecies were ful- 


filled, and for him inſtituted. (1.) This is forced. 


(2.) Not to be paralell'd by any Place of Barnabas, or 
any other ſacred Writer, Whereas, ſuppoſing the Paſ- 


ſage underſtood of the Creation, and Preſervation of all 


things by him, St. Paul has ſaid the ſame, Coloſſ. i. 16. 
All things were created by him, and, all things were crea- 
ted by him and for him; and v. 17. All things conſiſt in 
him. Thus, O Bleſſed Jeſus, thar great and ſplendid 
Glory is truly thine, which thy inſidious Socinian Adver- 
fary impiouſly obſcured, and unjuſtly limited, 


Dr. GRABE's Annotations upon Hermas. 
" O pervert that Place in Hermas, where he lays 


the Son is more antient than every Creature, Mei- 
lier, after Zwicker's Example, brings another Place of 
the fame Author, Book 1. Yiſ. 2. where he ſays, that 
the Church was created before every thing, i. e. accord- 
ing to his Explication, was decreed, predeſtinated 
by God firſt. After the ſame manner he would inter- 
pret the Place before us, but Hermas has made it very 
difficult, by the Addition of thoſe Words, He was in 
Counſel with his Father, at the Creation; ſurely then, in 
3 really exiſtent, not only predeſtinated, not a 
Perſon intended to be of the Counſel long after it ſnould 
be executed. Nor does Mellier, p. 3. help bis Cauſe, when 


he ſays, He was therefore ſaid to be in Counſel with 
his Father, at the Creation, becauſe then he had him in 
his Mind, in his all-wiſe Purpoſe. Strange, wreſted In- 


2p. 78. Patr, Apoſt. 


vention! 
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Interpreter renders it [the Work of the Hand of God] 
and conſequently read ſo in the Greek, To which 1 
anſwer, (I.) That though he read ſo, it does not fol- 


low that Barnabas wrote ſo, and it is certain that he, and 
the Copy he uſed were both alike, grievoufly corrupt. 
(2.) Aiellier confeſſes the Verſion imperfe& here, and 
if fo, why not rather amend it from the Original, which 
is perfect, than correct the Original by it? Now it 
may well be thought that the Greek is right, and the 
Verſion wrong, becauſe the Reading of the Verſion is 
ſcarce ever met with in the ſacred Writers, but that 
of the Greek is very familiar ; and becauſe the Corrupti- 
on of the Latin is more eaſily to be accounted for — 
that of the Greek. (3.) Laſtly, ſuppoſing, but by no 


means granting, that Barnabas wrote as Mellier reads, 


yet the Argument is not at all the weaker on our ſide. 


For thus it ſtands : If Men can't behold the Sun, the 


Work of God's Hands, or a Creature, much leſs could 
they have bore the Sight of Chriſt, if he had not come 


in the Fleſh. Now this would be abſurd, if Chriſt, as 
well as the Sun was the Work of God's Hands, or a 


Creature. Barnabas therefore took him for the Creator, 


not a Creature, till incarnate. Our Adverſary was ſen- 
fible of this, when he made another Alteration in ſome 
preceding Words, writing | ſeeing God] inſtead of 
[eng him ], and contending that God the Father is un- 

erſtood there. In this Place he is as well ſupported, 


as in the former ; he has neither Reaſon nor Authority. 


His Latin Verſion is maimed, and not able to aſſiſt him; 
and Barnabas muſt be excuſed too, becauſe he can't ſpeak 
againſt himſelf. In thoſe Words, How ſhall Men be 


ſaved beholding him, he manifeſtly alludes to the Brazen 
Serpent, which in his twelfth Chapter he had largely ex- 


plained, and expreſsly called a Type of Chriſt, becauſe 
though dead, as Chriſt was upon the Croſs, he could 
heal others, and he ſhould immediately be cared, he who 
looked upon him; where the Word cared, or ſaved, is 


the ſame as in the controverted Paſſage. It was not ad- 


viſedly done then by Mellier to change «vor into wel, 
| when 
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when all he could = by it, was only the fixing that 
| 1. wh 


Crime upon himſelf, which he, p. 20. had injuriouſly 
charged upon the Orthodox, namely, corrupting the 
Words of St. Barnabas. Much more might be ſaid in 


this Caſe, but to be ſhort, I paſs. on to another Place 


of Barnabas, chap. 12. All things are in him and for 
him, i.e. Chriſt. Mellier's Senſe of theſe Words, p. 22. 


1s, that in him all ſuch Types and Prophecies were ful- 


filled, and for him inſtituted. ( 1.) This is forced. 
(2.) Not to be paralell'd by any Place of Barnabas, or 
any other ſacred Writer. Whereas, ſuppoſing the Paſ- 
ſage underſtood of the Creation, and Preſervation of all 
things by him, St. Paul has {aid the fame, Coloſſ. i. 16. 


All things were created by him, and, all things were crea- 


ted by him and for him; and v. 17. All things conſiſt in 
him. Thus, O Bleſſed Jeſus, thar great and ſplendid 
Glory is truly thine, which thy inſidious Socinian Adver- 
fary impiouſly obſcured, and unjuſtly limited. 


Dr. GRABE's Annotations upon Hermas. 


O pervert that Place in Hermas, where he fa 
the Son is more antient than every Creature, Mel- 
lier, after Zwicker's Example, brings another Place of 
the ſame Author, Book, 1. Viſ. 2. where he ſays, that 
the Church was created before every thing, i. e. accord- 


ing to his Explication, was decreed, predeſtinated 


by God firſt. After the ſame manner he would inter- 


pret the Place before us, but Hermas has made it very 


difficult, by the Addition of thoſe Words, He was in 
Counſel with his Father, at the Creation ; ſurely then, in 
a really exiſtent, not only predeſtinated, not a 


Perſon intended to be of the Counſel long after it ſhould 
be executed. Nor does Miellier, p. 3. help 


| is Cauſe, when 
he ſays, He was therefore ſaid to be in Counſel with 


his Father, at the Creation, becauſe then he had him in 


his Mind, in his all-wiſe Purpoſe. Strange, wreſted In- 


2p. 78. Patr. Apoſt, N 
vention! 


38 J DEEENCE x 


vention ! As for the alledged Place concerning the Church, 


I'm of opinion Pſeudo Clement gives good Light to it. 


Book, 1. Recogn. S. 28. where he ſuggeſts the Pre- exiſt- 
ence of Souls, as Corelerius well Ke Hermas, 1 
believe was of the ſame Opinion, and therefore faid, 
the Church was antienter than every Creature, becauſe 


he held the Souls of the Faithful to be fo. 
* Ap. Fatr. p. 493. 
ASEGASKAEANLEASAZARRA 
oo Bl Re 
| Of the Conſubſtantiality of the Sn. 


C. 3 


' The Thelis propounded. The Word iucde . 


explained, &c. 
1 SHALL be pretty large upon this Queſtion, be- 


cauſe the whole Controverſy between the Catho- 

lics and the Ariars turns upon it. Here then I 

propoſe copiouſly to illuſtrate and confirm this The- 
fits : 3 


T 


That it was the conſtant, and conſentient Opinion 
of the Catholic Doctors of the three firſt Centuries, 
T hat the Son of God is conſubſtantial, i. e. of the ſame 
Subſtance with his Father, not of any created, mutable 
Eſſence, but altogether of the ſame Divine, unchange- 
able Nature with his Father, and therefore very 
God of wery God. 


Before I enter upon the Proof of this Poſition, I 
will premiſe ſomething concerning the true Senſe, and 
| | antient 


* > 
0: O88 


antient Uſe of the Word Homoonſion, uſed by the Nicene 
Fathers in their Creed. The Ariazs raiſed a mighty duſt 
about this Word, inſomuch that many of the Catholics, 
Lovers of Peace, and wearied with their Clamours, began 
to diſallow it, as we learn from wag” &c. This impious 
and turbulent Faction ſometimes affirmed it patronized 
Sabellianiſm ; ſometimes the direct contrary, that it made 
a Partition, or Diviſion of the Divine Eſſence ; and laſtly, 


to ſhew how low they could deſcend, that it introduced a 


certain Subſtance, prior to Father and Son, of which they 
did equally partake. All this Logomachy I will now 
clearly prove to be groundleſs. 

2. Homoonſion in the beſt Greek Authors is ſaid to be, 
that which is of the ſame Eſſence, Subſtance, or Nature, 
with ſomething elſe. Thus the Notation of the Word. 
Thus Porphyry, * If the Souls of Animals are of the ſame Na- 
ture with ours, Thus Ariſtotle, 3 All the Stars are of the 
ſame Nature. After the ſame manner Jrenæus“ uſes it in 
explaining the Valentinian Tenets. The Heretics taught 
that what was ſpiritual could not be formed by Achamoth, 
as being of the ſame Nature with her. Again, That ſhe 
firſt out of an Animal Subſtance made the King and Pa- 
rent of all things, as well of thoſe things which were of 
the ſame Nature with him, as of thoſe which proceeded 
from Matter and Paſhon. Again, That Hylicus was in 
Appearance like, but not of the ſame Nature with God. 
Again. That the Demeurgus himſelf knew not the Birth 
of Mother Achamoth, which ſhe conceived by the Contem- 
plation of thoſe Angels, which attend the Saviour, it be- 
ing ſpiritual of the ſame Nature with its Mother. Thus 
in Theodotus's Excerpts at the end of the Works of Cle- 
mens Alexandr. This Word 1s ſaid to be uſed by the 
G-oftics; which Heretics accommodated many others, and 
this Word among the reſt, uſed concerning the Trinity, 
to their Æons. This is confirmed by the very antient 


In Libro de Synodis. De abſtinentia, lib. 1. n. 19. ? Cired 


1 


ed with Origen's Philocalia, #4 Irenzi Opera, Colon. 1625. lib. 1. 
P-. 22; & 24. Clem. P · F7t. ; Tt 


| 90 an anonymous Author of the famous Opinions about the Soul, * 
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ated Nature, of a Nature different from the Father's, or 
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Chriſtian Author of a Book, intitled, Paæmandres, a Perſon 


who was no Gnoſtic, how greatly ſoever he might be miſ- 


taken in other reſpects: He ſays expreſsly (as I ſhall ſhew 
hereafter) that the Word is Homoouſios with the Father. 
The Author of a Piece, intitled Queſtiones Grecanice ad 
Chriſtianos, printed with Fuſtin's Works, ſays of the Soul, 
that it is Homooiſia, or of the ſame Subſtance with Angels 
and Dæmons. Agapius is faid by Photius to have taught 
many impious Doctrinee, and this among the reſt, that the 
Soul is conſ#bſtantial with God. The * he ſays after- 
wards of the Sun and Moon, uſing this Word. Laſtly, 
3 Theodoret brings a Citation out of Apollinaris, where be 
ſays, that Men are Homoonſioi, of the ſame Nature with ir- 
rational Animals with reſpect to their Body, which is void 
of Reaſon, but not ſo, Heterouſioi, of another Nature, or 
Subſtance, with reſpect to that which is rational in them. 

2. That tlie Miene Biſhops affirm'd the Son to be con- 
ſubſtantial with the Father, in this very Senſe, ſhall be made 
plain to all impartial Men, to all whoare not manifeſtly of a 
contentious Spirit, from the Words of the Nicene Creed. For 
after the Fathers had faid that the Son of God was the only 
begotten of the Father, they immediately add theſe Words, 
that is, of the Subſtance of the Father. What that means 
they ſhew in the following Words, God of God, Light of 
Lighr, very God of very God; begotten, not made. Then they 
ſubjoin this: Of the ſame Subſtance with the Father, as com- 
prizing all that had been before ſaid of the Son. Again, 
1m the End of the Creed they ſufficiently declare, whar 
they would have us underſtand by Homonſion, conſubſtantial 
or of the ſame Subſtance, when they anathematize the Arians 
as ſaying that the Son of God is of another Hypoſtaſis or 
Eſſence 3 that he is created, convertible or changeable. 
This then was the Affirmation of the Nicene Biſhops, that 


the Son of God was conſubſtantial with the Father in a 


Senſe oppoſite to the Arian Blaſphemies, that is, not a cre- 


p. 203. Photii Myriobiblon, Rothomagi Ed, 1653. Cod. 179, 
p. 493- 3 In Dialog. *AgvyxviQ, | | 
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mutable; but altogether of the ſame divine, | immutible 
Nature with the Father. Thus the whole ſtream of thoſe 
Doctors have iure the Homoouſron, who were moſt 


likely to know beſt their Mind and Meaning. 

4. So the great Athanaſius diſputes againſt the Arians, 
who 1 themſelves in all other reſpects Embracers of 
the Nicene Faith, and only ſtartled at the new and dangerous 
Word Homoonſion: If after ſo much, the Teſtimony of the antient 
Biſhops and the Subſcription of their own Fathers, they pretend, 
as not Mõ,Ejm the Import of it, to be afraid of the word Ho- 
moouſion, let them ſay and think, that he is plainly and truly 
the Son, the Son by Nature ; let them, as the Synod hath or- 
dered, anathematize thoſe who ſay he is a Creature, ſomething 
made, that he is of nothing, that there was a time, when the 
Son of God was not, that he is convertible, changeable, and of 
another Subſtance. Thus let them abandon the Arian Hereſy, 
and we are confident, that ſincerely anathematizing theſe Ex- 
preſſions, they muſt immediately confeſs, that the Son is of the 
Subſtance of the Father, and conſubſtantial with him. For this 
reaſon it as that the Fathers, after they had ſaid the Son was 
conſubſtantial, immediately ſubjoined; The Catholic Church 
anathematizes thoſe that ſay he is a Creature, or made, or 
of nothing, or that there was a time when he was not. 
By theſe Words they make known the Import of the Word Ho- 
moouſion. Hereby it is diſcovered, that it is not, when 
plied to the Son, any thing created or made; and that he h 
ſays the Word is conſubſtantial, does not thin him to be a Crea- 
ture; that he 2ho anathematizes the aforeſaid Expreſſions, ar 
the ſame time thinks the Son to be conſubſtantia! with the Fa- 
ther ; that he who ſays he is conſubſtantial, ſays he is the Je- 
nuine, true, very Son of God; and that he 4 ſays he is ge- 
nuine, underſtands that Paſſage of Holy Scripture, I and my 
Father are one. | | 

5. Hilary writes after the ſame manner: © Is any one 
ce diſpleaſed that the Homoouſion is received in the Council 
« of Nice? If he is, he muſt need be pleas'd that it is re- 
«« jected by the Arians. For it is therefore rejected that 
* the Son is conſubſtantial, that God the Son may be 
« preached, not as born of the Subſtance of Gad the Fa- 
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ther, but as made out of nothing, as the Creatures are. 


We ſay nothing new. The Arian Perfidy ſtands felf- 
convicted by many of their Letters. If the meaning of 
thoſe who confeſs it was pious thro' the Impiery of thoſe 
who deny it; how is that now oppoſed, which was then 
piouſly received, becauſe impiouſly rejected? If it was 


ptouſly received, how is it that the pious Conſtitution 


which took away Impiety in the very means by which it 
was ſpread, is become criminal? Let us conſider then what 
the Council of Vice ordain'd in conſeſſing the Homoonfior, 


or that the Father and Son ate of one Subſtance. They did 


not give birth ro Hereſy ; for that is conceived by taking 


the Word in a bad Senſe. They will not ſay (I ſup- 
poſe) that the Father and Son divided a certain Sub- 
ſtance antienter than their own particular Subſtance, by - 


ſharing it betwixt them.” Again, after he has recited 


the Nicene Creed, he proceeds thus: «© The moſt holy 


Synod does not here introduce I can't tell what prior 
Subſtance divided into two, but the Son begotten of 
the Father's Subſtance. What elſe do we deny, or 
what elſe confeſs? And after the other Expoſitions of 
the common Faith, he ſays, that he was begotten, not 
made, of one Subſtance with the Father, which the 
Greeks call Homoonſiun. What occaſion for any bad 
meaning? The Son is therefore ſaid to be born of the 
Subſtance of the Father, that the Nativity may not be 


conſtrued a Creation. He is therefore ſaid to be of one 


Subſtance, not that he is one alone, but that he is from 
no other Original but the Subſtance of God, nor is of 
any Subſtance different from his. Is not this our Faith, 


that he is not from any other, that he is not of a diffe- 


rent Subſtance? The Homoonſion teſtifies nothing elſe 
than, that the Nature of the to is one and alike, ac- 
cording to the Propagation of Nature; for the Eſſence 
of the Son is not from any other than the Father: Now 


becauſe it is from · no other, both ate rightly ſaid to be of 


one Subſtance, becauſe the Son hath not the Subſtance 


in which he was born, but as he hath the Father the 


Author of it.” 
6. The 
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6. The great Ba#l * arguing againſt thoſe, who admit- 
ted the Nicene Creed in all things, the Word Homooſſon 
only excepted, after ſome things, which ſhall be cired here- 
after in their 2 85 Place, thus diſputes: Since there 

who then ſaid the Son was made of nothing, 
ce ro cut off this Impiety, they added the Word Homoou- 
« ſi: For the Union of the Son with the Father is eternal 
« and uninterrupted. Beſides, the preceding Words will 
c ſhew the Mind of theſe Men. Thus, er they have 


« ſaid, that the Son was Light of Light, of the Sub- 
e ſtance of the Father, that he was begotten not made, 


“ they add the Homoonſion, thereby ſhewing, that what 
Account ſoever any one ſhall give of Light in the Fa- 
« ther, the ſame he muſt adapt to Light in the Son: For 
« true Light, under the very Notion of Light, can't diſ- 
« fer from true Light. Since then the Father is Light un- 
ce originated, and the Son Light begotten, and both of 
« them Light, they juſtly ſaid they were Zomoonſioi, in 
4 order to repreſent to us the Equality of their Nature. 


cc Now thoſe that are of the ſame Nature one with ano- 


ce ther collaterally are not call'd conſubſtantial, as ſome ſup- 
c 9 but when the Cauſe or Principle, and that which 
as its being from it, are of the ſame Nature, of them 
the Word Homoouſios is rightly uſed. 
7. The Semi-Ariaus themſelves confeſſed this to be the 
true Senſe of this Word in the Synod of Autioch, under 
Jovian, being informed by Meletius the Preſident of the 
Synod, and a genuine Catholic, as St. Baſil * has abundantly 
proved. Thus they write concerning the Synod of Nice, 
in their Synodical Epiſtle ro the Excellent Emperor : 


Nov that Word, which in the Synod ſeem'd ſtrange to 
* ſome, We mean the Homoauſion, bad a ſafe Interpretation 


given to it by the Fathers, namely, that the Son was 
« born of the Subſtance of the Father, and was in Sub- 
$ ſtance like the Father, not as tho' in that ineffable Ge- 
neration any thing paſſive is to be conceived, or as tho 


1 Tom. 3. p. 292 Ed. Parif, 1638. * Socrati BEZEL 6285 
& Sozom. H. E. 1.6. c. 4. f 
E z « the 


} 

5 

4 

4 1 
F# 

g 4 

Tt. 

2 1 4 


& the Word Onſia was taken in the Gentile Senſe, but in 
ec ſuch a Senſe as to overturn that impious Arian Tenet con- 


and p. 238. of the ſame Tome. 
finus de Adulter. Libr, Origenis, 


— 


4 4A DEFENCE ff 


„ cerning the Son, That he was made of nothing. I 

ſuppoſe it is now clear to all, in what Senſe the Council of 

Nice uſed the Word Homobouſion. | 
8. Further, this Word was not firſt invented by the Ni- 


cene Fathers, nor firſt applied to this very Controverſy by 


them (as ſome have thought) but derived down to them by 
their Anceſtors as Euſebius witneſſes : I have known ſeveral 


eloquent and illuſtrious Biſhops and Writers of the Antients uſe 


this Word Homoouſion concerning the Divinity of the Father 


and Son. Euſebius, no doubt, could have confirmed this 


Aſſertion out of many antient Monuments, now loſt ; and 


notwithſtanding the deplorable Loſs, we ſtill have ſufficient 


Evidence. Thus Tertullian expreſsly ſays, that the Fa- 


the”, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are of one Subſtance, and a- 


firms this to be contained in the Rule of Faith, &. 
What elſe is this than the Homoouſion? This he took (as 


his Cuſtom was) from the antient Greek Writers. Rafi- 


nus ſays* Origen frequently uſed this Word. Could he 
c inthe ſame Work, and ſometimes in the ſame Book, as 
&« we ſaid, and in the Chapter immediately following, for- 
ce get himſelf ? For inſtance, he had obſerved that the Fa- 
« ther and the Son were of one Subſtance, in Greek 
c Homoonſioj. Could he in the Chapters immediately fol- 
cc lowing affirm him to be of another Nature or Subſtance, 
& and created, whom he had a little before pronounced to 
« be begotten of the very Nature or Subſtance of God 


e the Father? And both Rafinus and Pamphilus, in that 


Apology (which I ſhall prove to be truly his) cite him 
uſing it, and defend him as of Catholic Principles in that 
particular, becauſe he uſed it. Pamphilus brings an Exam- 
ple in his Apology, namely, theſe Words of Origen upon 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews : „ Theſe Similitudes plainly 


« ſhew a Communion of Nature between the Father and 


r Socrates Book 1. ch. g. p. 22. So Athanaſius p. 896. T. 1. Ed. Bened. 
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Confeſſion of the ſame Petavius, written by ſome vey an- 
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« the Son. For the Efflux ſeems Homootgſia, that is, of 
ce one Subſtance with that Body, from which it is an 
« Efflux or Vapour.” Athangſius ſays, that Diony/ins 
Alexandr. Origen's Scholar, in his Letter to Diomſius Ro- 
manus, affirmed the Son to be conſubſtantial with God, 
and that Diony/ius Romanus (xacted the ſame of him in 
Terms*. From whence it appears, that in their Age it Was 
in frequent Uſe, and that they who refuſed it, incurred 


: the Cenſure of the Church. For all this, Sandius Bas the 


Ignorance or Impudence to ſay, that even Athanaſius owns 
it was coined at Nice. Now Athanaſins ſays moreover, 
that it was put into the Creed upon the Teſtimony of 
antient Biſhops ;. and if Aulhanaſius be not of Credit ſuffici- 
ent, Diony/i4s, in his * Epiſtle againſt Paulus Samaſatenus, 
will tell us, that the Son was ſaid, to be conſubſtantial with 
the Father, by the holy Fathers. Thus Euſebius's Teſtimo- | 
ny is confirmed, and the uſe of the Word ſhewn to be 
older than the Synod of Vice. The Age of Pamphilus 


proves this alſo, for he was crowned with Martyrdom be- 


fore the Synod under Maximin. Laſtly, the Author of 
Pemandres attributed to Mercurius Triſmegiſias, (none of his 
without doubt, as Petavius has ſolidly proved, but yet by 


tient Author, as is alſo plain from Fuſtin's Citation of him) 
_ that the Word of God is conſubſtantial with the Fa- 
Mit. i 1 

9. But the greateſt Prejudice which ſome have againſt the 
Homoouſion is, that the Synod of Antioch aſſembled againſt 
Paul of Samoſata, and about ſixty Vears older than the 
Nicene, expreſsly rejected this Word. This Contrariety 
of the Synods has been labour'd by Antients and Moderns; 
but to keep to my Deſign, and only ſpeak of the Antiente. 
—— ſays that Paulus Samoſatenus in his Confeſſion uſed 
this Word in a bad Senſe, and that therefore the Antiochian 
Fathers rejected it. Paulus, ſays he, confeſſed the Ho- 


p. 255. Vol. 1. Ed. Benedict. Again, p. 757, Ge. 2 p. 896, 


abgve cited, and 898, of the ſame Tome. 3 Sandins de Scriptor. 
Eccleſ. p. 39, 45. Ed. Sec. and p. 121, 122. Bibl. Patr. Tom. 
11. p. 277. In Lib. de Syncdis adv. Arianos prope finem. 
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P. 12. 3 Socrates boot 1 cba. 23. p. 48. 


& moouſion in a bad Senſe, but did the Arians deny it in a 


cc better? But how could Paul confeſs it? Petavius will 


have it, and Hilary is his Author, that Paul uſed it in a 
Sabellian Senſe, namely, in ſuch a Senſe, as Chriſt muſt be 


excluded, and the Father and the Son be ſolitary and only one. 


« He might admit it, as Sabellius did, with whom he agrees 
4 in his Opinion of the Trinity; ſo as to aſſert only one 
* Subſtance and Eſſence of the Divinity, from which Chriſt 


« was clearly to be diſtinguiſn'd. Now that Paul affirm'd 


the Word to be conſubſtantial in the ſame Senſe with Sabel- 
lins, Hil:ry ſhews on the ſame Place.“ There he ſays, he 
ce taught that the Son was conſubſtantial, the Uſe of which 
« Word the Fathers in the Autiochian Synod forbad, becauſe 
te by this Title or Epither | of one Eſſence ] he [ Paul] 


« preach'd up, that the Father and the Son were one and 


ce one only.” But this with Submiſſion to the holy Fa- 
ther, does not ſeem probable to me. For granting that Paul 


was of the ſame Opinion with Sabellius, (which is juſtly 


to be doubred) it is certain that Sabellius would have wile 
lingly never aſſerted, that the Son was Homoouſion, but ra- 


ther Tautoouſion. Beſides, if the Sabellians before the Coun- 


cil of Nice uſed this Word to propagate their Hereſy, it is 
by no means credible that the Vicene Fathers, who equally 


abhorred Sabellianiſm and Arianiſm, would take it into their 


Creed. Sandins boldly affirms, that the Followers of Sa- 
bellius embraced the Homoonſion (before the Synod of Mice, 
I ſuppoſe); for unleſs that be his Meaning, he fays nothin 

to the Purpoſe. Whence in another Place he expreſsly ſays 
that Sabellius himſelf uſed it. Let us ſee why be ſays ſo. 
He brings in Socrates and Soxomen ſaying, that thoſe, who 
refuſed the Homoonſion, aſſerted, the Approvers of it did 


again introduce tne Opinion of Aontanns and Sabellins ; - 


(obſerve the Agreement betwixt theſe two) and therefore 


called them Blaſphemers. 3 Now Socrates and Sozomen * in 
t he cited Places tell us, that there were great Diſputes after 
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the Nicene Council betwixt the very Biſhops who proſeſt 
the Nicene Faith, eſpecially betwixt Euſebius Des and 
Enſtathins Antioch. concerning this Word. Emſebins and 
his Friends charged Euſtathius 8 Homoonfon with Aontaniſin 
and Sabellianiſm; Euſtathius and his, objected to Euſebius 
the Gentile Polytheiſm. But ſtill (as Socrates ſays from a 
Perufal of their Letters one to another) both of them pro- 
ſeſſed to believe, that the Son was a real ſubſiſting Perſon, 
and that there was one God in three Perſons or Subſiſten- 
ces. Now it is eſpecially to be obſerved here, that Euſe- 
bius, &c. never pretended that the Word taken in its ſtrict 
and proper Meaning, did confirm Sabellianiſm ; much leſs 
did the Meene Fathers intend that it ſhould ; but he ſaid 
this only, that Euſtathius, & c. who embraced the Word, 
would introduce Sabelliariſm, i. e. did fo interpret it as to 
favour that Hereſy. Nay, Socrates expreſsly ſays, that 
Euſebius in the ſame Letter, in which he thus charges Eu- 
ſtathius, openly profeſſes that he does not tranſgreſs the M- 
cene Creed. It is not worth our time to enquire, whether 
this Accuſation of Euſebius againſt Euſtathius is true or 
not; this however is certain, Euſcbius has plainly proved 
Marcellus, Enſtathius's Maſter, a Sabellian; and upon that 
account * Hilary, Baſil, * &c. have given him place amongſt 
the Heretics. Nor does it ſignify that Marcellus was great 


with Athanaſius, He was a cunning Man, and zealous a- 
gainſt the Arians. As for Euſtarhius he was honoured with 


Athanaſius's Acquaintance, and well-eſteemed by very many 
Catholics, (I have no Inclination to depreciate him) yer [ 
can't for my life think, how the Synod of Autioch, tho' 
it conſiſted chiefly of Arians, ſhould of all others mark 
him as a Sabellian, and depoſe him for that Reaſon, unleſs 
he had given ſome handle for it. Socrates indeed doubrs 
the Fact, but upon very flender Grounds. Nor is it more 
to the Purpoſe, that Cyrus Biſhop of Berea (according to 
Georgius Laodicenus the Arian's Account in Socrates *) who 


„ Hlilar. in Lib. ad Conſtantium. 2 Bail, Ep. 52, 74,78. o- 
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accuſed Euſtathius of Sabellianiſin before the Council, was 
himſelf a Catholic, and afterwards (according to Athana- 
ſous ©) depoſed by the Arians for being ſo. Now the ſame 
Georgius ſays, that Cyras was alſo depoſed for Sabellianiſm, 
underſtanding by it (as Valeſius has well obſerved) the 
Homoonſjon. This Obſervation clears up the ſeeming Con- 
trariety in Georgius s Account, which puzled Socrates. But 
what is all this to Sardins ? Where, and what is the Con- 
ſequence ? Euſebius accuſed Euſtathius for putting a Sabel- 
lian Senſe upon the Homoonſion rightly 1 by the 
MNicene Fathers; therefore the Sabellians before the Council 
of Nice uſed and embraced the Word Homoouſion. What 
Sandius notes by the bye concerning the Agreement of Mon- 
tanus and Sabellius J will conſider Cs I therefore a- 
gain aſſert, that the Sabellians did never willingly and of 
their own accord uſe this Word; but that after the San- 
ction given to it by the Council, they endeavoured to skreen 
their Hereſy under it. , It is fo far from agreeing with Sa- 
bellianiſm, that it plainly oppoſes it. Thus Bail obſerves. 
« This fame Word corrects the Error of Sabellius, it takes 
ec away the Identity of Subſiſtence, and introduces a com- 
ve pleat Notion of Perſons. For the fame thing is not con- 


4 ſubſtantial with it ſelf, but one thing with another.” 


I conclude therefore that Paulus Samoſatenus did not uſe 
this Word in a Sabellian Senſe, and that the Autiochian Fa- 
thers did not upon that Account reject it. * | 
10. The great Athanaſius, and no Man could know this 
Matter better (for he was at the Synod of Nice, in which, 
whenall things relating to the Homoouſion, were exactly diſcuſ- 
ſed,no doubt but this leading Queſtion concerning the Deter- 
mination of the Antiochian Fathers was) ſays, that Paulus Sa- 
moſ. did not confeſs the Homoonſion, but rather endeavoured 


Tom. 1. p. 347. 2 Annot. ad Socrat. p. 14. 3 To the 
ſame purpoſe Athanalius, Ep. 300. * The Author 1 the Anſwer 
to the Collection of Queries paſſes all this over, and roundly aſſerts what 
is here confuted. The Impertmence of his Queries in the Appendix of 
Lis Book, and the Sophiſtry of his Concluſion from them, is monſtrous, 
ſuppoſeng what the Biſhop aſſerts true; and if it be falſe, why is it not 
confuted ? It is too exact and elaborate to be deſpis d, and (which perhaps 
is the true Reaſon why it was not aitack'd) too ſtrong to be defeated. 
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to ſubvert che Catholic Doctrine by a ſophiſtical Argument 


drawn from the Word uſed by the Catholics, in explaini 


it, and therefore the Auriochian Fathers i fit to Wa | 


reſs it. His Words are clear and full. Al 
Pad ſhewn that the Word Homoonſion was confirmed before 


ter Athanaſius 


the Synod of Nice, by Diomſius Romamus, and a Council of 
Biſhops aſſembled at Rome under him, in the Cauſe of Di- 
onyſins Alexandrinms 3 and that it was alſo owned by Diony- 
ſous Alexandrinus, he thus largely diſputes, concerning the 
Contradiction of the Synod of Antioch and that of Nice: 
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If any one therefore blames the Nicene Fathers, becauſe 
they did not exactly obſerve the Tenets of their An- 
ceſtors, the ſame Perſon may for as good a Reaſon blame 
the ſeventy Antiochian Fathers; they did not exactly fol- 
low their Anceſtors, the two Diomſu, and the Biſhops 
aſſembled at Rome: But neither of them are to be blam'd. 


They both minded the things of Chriſt, bent their Endea- 


yours againſt Heretics, and condemned, the one Coun- 
cil the Samoſatenian, the other the Arian Hereſy ; they 
determined orthodoxly and gloriouſly both of them with 
regard to the ſubject Matter. The Apoſtle ſays, The Law 
is ſpiritual, the Law is holy, and the Command holy, j uſt 
and good; a little after he ſays, But what was impoſſible for 
the Law, in that it as weak, &c. Shall we blame the holy 
Man as writing Contradictions, and not rather admire 
him for ſpeaking ſo pertinently to the Point in hand 2? 
So the Fathers of theſe Councils ſpoke differently of the 
Homoouſion; but we are not therefore to diſſent from 
them, bur to examine into their Meaning. This if we 
do, we ſhall find them exactly agreeing. They that 
condemned Samoſatenus, took the Homoonſion in a corpo- 
ral Senſe ; ſor thus Paul would ſophiſtically argue: If 
Chriſt is not made God of Man, then he is conſubſtan- 


tial with the Father; whence it neceſſarily follows that 


there are three Subſtances, one prior, and th2 other two 

derived from it: The Fathers therefore juſtly avoiding 

this Sophiſm ſaid, Chriſt is not conſubſtantial, namely, 
s Athanaſ opera, Tom. 1 757, 758, 8 
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he doth not ſtand in ſuch a Way, Relation, or Manner 
to the Father, as the Heretic ſuppoſed. They that con- 
demned the Arian Hereſy, obſerved the Craft of Paul, 
conſidered that conſub/?antial was not to be ſo underſtood 
in incorporeal things, or the Divinity; knew that the 
Word was ſomething begotten of the Subſtance of the 
Father, not a Creature; that the Subſtance of the Father 
is the Origin, Root and Fountain of the Son ; that 
there is in every reſpect a true Likeneſs between that 
which is begotten, and that which begat; that he is 
not, as we, of a different Subſtance, and ſeparate from 


the Father, but that he is the Son of the very Father, 


and can no more be ſeparated from him than Bright- 
neſs from Light : They had before their Eyes the Ex- 
amples and Writings of the Diomſii, and eſpecially thoſe 
Words of our Saviour which expreſs this Union, I and” 
Father are one, He that hath ſeen me, hath ſcen 
Father alſo; and juſtly induced to it by thoſe Reaſons, 
they called the Son Homoonſion.” * A little after he 


adds, © Becauſe Samoſatenus thought that the Son was 


* 
cc 
cc 
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not before the Bleſſed Mary, but took from her the Be- 
ginning of his Being, the Biſhops then' gathered toge- 
ther, condemned, and rejected him as an Heretic; they 
wrote more ſimply about the Son's Divinity, they were 
not critical in conſidering the Homoouſion, and fo ſpoke 


of it, as they underſtood it from Paul; they were whol- 


ly intent to deſtroy what he advanced, and to teach that 
the Son was before all things, that he was not made God 
of Man, but that tho' he was God he became a Servant, 
and tho he was the Word was made Fleſh. Thus they 
proceeded againſt Paul. But when Euſebius and Arins 
ſaid the Son was before Ages, but yet made, and one 
of the Creatures; when they interpreted [of God] not 
as tho' he was his genuine Son, but ſo of God as other 
created things are, and deny'd an eſſential, natural, ſub- 
ſtantial Unity of the Son and Father, making it only 
an Unity of Opinion, Doctrine or Judament; when 


2 5, 759. Tom. 1. 
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« by all Methods they disjoined the Eſſence of the Son 


from that of the Father, feigned him another Principle 


« of Exiſtence, and brought him down into the Rank of 
ce Creatures : Then the Nicene Biſhops beholding the 
«- Craft of the Hereſiarchs, made uſe of the Homoonſron 
ce more clearly to expreſs what they had collected out of the 
« Scriptures, and to ſignify that he was a real Son, and had 
e nothing in common with Creatures. For the Critical Senſe 
of that Word both expoſes their Hypocriſy, when they ſay 
that he is of God, and excludes all their Subtilties, by 
which they enſnare weak Man. Indeed when nothing elſe 
could withſtand their quibbling Sophiſms, this Word be- 
came formidable, a Defence and Bulwark againſt all their 


impious Attacks. : 


11. Bal is of the ſame Opinion. Aſter he has ſpoke 
of the Publication of the Nicene Creed, theſe are his Words: 
ce The other Parts of this Creed are clear of Calumny, but 
« there are ſome who don't admit the Word Homoorfion, 
ce becauſe by ſome Perſons taken in a bad Senſe. Theſe 
« Men are both to be blamed and pardoned. To reject 
« our Fathers, and ſubſtirute our own Sentiments as more 
ce proper than theirs, is blameable and preſuming; but then 
c to ſuſpect what has been formerly accuſed, in ſome ſort 
ce alleviates the Crime. Indeed the Synod concerned with 
cc Paulus Samoſatenus were againſt the Word as nor ſuitable : 
« They faid that it did exhibit a Notion of Subſtance, 
ce and what was derived from it, as tho' Subſtance divided 
« did give to the Parts into which it was divided, the Name 


or Epither of FHomoonfron. This is rational, when you 


ce ſpeak of Braſs, and the Coins made of it; but when you 
“ conſider God the Father and God the Son, you can't 
find any Subſtance before or above them. To think, or 
<« toſay ſo is beyond Impiety it ſelf.” You obſerve then, 


that Baſil expreſsly witneſſeth, that the Antiochian Fathers 
only fo far rejected the Homooinſion, as Paul miſapplied it, 
i. e. as it ſeemed to denote a Divine Subſtance prior to Fa- 


ther and Son, which was aſterwards divided into Father 


= Bb 300. 
and 


PP 


62 4 DEFENCE ff 


and Son. It is plain then that neither Paul nor Sabellins 
confeſs d the Homoouſion in this Senſe. It remains therefore 
that what Athauaſius wrote is very true, namely, That Paul 
from the Word Homoosſion (Which he knew was uſed by 
the Catholics, and by ſome of them ſo explained as to give 
a handle to this Calumny) formed an Argument againſt the 
Divinity of Chriſt ; and that therefore the Fathers ſup- 
preſſed the Word. | | 
12. The Hiſtory of the Council of Nice does not a little 
confirm this. It is highly probable that the Avtiochian Fa- 
thers did reject the Homoouſron for the ſame Reaſon, for 
which ſome of the Niceus Fathers were diſpleaſed at it, 
till more diſtinctly explained by the other Fathers and Con- 
ſtantine. But then this Reaſon was not becauſe it favoured 
the Cauſe of Paul and Sabellius, and becauſe they uſed it in 
explaining their Hereſy; but becauſe the Word ſeemed to 
ſome to introduce a Partition in the Divine Nature. To 
this Purpoſe Euſebiuss: < When this Form (the Vicene 
« Creed) was dictated by them, we ſtrictly examined 
« theſe Words | of the Subſtance of the Father] and ¶ con- 
« ſubſtantial with the Father |. Thence aroſe Diſputations 
ce and a rational Trial of theſe Expreſſions ; and the Fa- I 
vc thers owned that [of the Subſtance of the Father | did de- 


2 AM. 


* note that he was of the Father, but nor ſo as to be a Part 
ce of the Father; to which Senſe I thought my ſelf oblig'd 3 
c to conſent.” The ſame Euſchius ſays that Conſtantine I 
farisfied ſome of the Biſhops in theſe Words: That the I 


« FHomoouſion was not ſo uſed here, as when applied ro Bo= 
ce dies; that he did not ſubſiſt from the Father by way of 
« Diviſion or Abſciſſion, for that it was impoſſible the im- Y 
c material, ſpiritu-incorporeal Nature ſhould be corporeall 7 
cc affected: But we muſt underſtand theſe Things in a 
& divine ineffable manner.” Laſtly, Alexander, in his E- 
piſtle to his Name-ſake of Conſtantinople, informs 3 us, that 
Sabellius himſelf before Paul, denied the Generation of the 
Son from the Father into a real diſtinct Perſon, i. e. the 


x Socrates, book 1. chap. 8. P., Se. * Ibid, Theodoret, Þ@&- 
6:0k 1, chap. 4. P. 17. | 


Homoone 
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Homooufron, for this Reaſon, that it implied a Diviſion or 
Section of the Divine Subſtance ; where he ſays, „“ That 
« he was born, not of nothing, but of his exiſting Fa- 
« ther, not as Bodies are by Sciſſion or Efflux, as Sabel- 
& ius thinks. Theſe Words admit two Senſes ; either 
(I.) That Sabellius thought the Son born of the Father 
by Abſciſſion or Diviſion of the Father's Subſtance. Or 
(2.) That the Catholic Notion ! ſo much, and was 
therefore rejected by him. The former Senſe is very ab- 
ſurd: All Men know that Sabellius affirmed that God was 
only one Perſon; it remains therefore that the other be the 
true Senſe. And indeed I ſhall hereafter clearly ſhew from 

Juſtin Martyr that it muſt be ſo, and that the oldeſt Pre- 
deceſſors of Sabellius, whoſe Hereſy Juſtin rehearſes and con- 
futes, after this manner oppoſed the Diſtinction of Perſons. 
Nay, it is manifeſt that all thoſe Heretics, who have de- 
nied the diſtin& Subſiſtence of the Son (whether Sabellians, 
Samoſatenians or Arians) have placed the Strength of their 
Cauſe in this Sophiſm. Nor do I doubt but that the M- 
cene Fathers intended to obviate it, when, after they have 
ſaid that the Son was begotten of the Subſtance of the Father, 
they add immediately, God of God, Light of Light ; For 
by theſe Words they ſignify, that the Son is ſo begotten 
of the Father, God of God, as one Light is of another; 
not by. a Diviſion or Diminution of the pete Eſſence, 
but by a ſimple Communication, ſuch (if we may repre- 
ſent incorporeal by corporeal things) as the Communication 
of one Light from another without any Diviſion or Dimi- 
nution. „ | 

13. Upon an exact Conſideration of all Things, this 

then is, in my Thoughts, the beſt Reconcilation of that 
ſeeming Contrariety between the Synods of Antioch and 
Nice. The Catholics before Paul and the Antiochian Sy- 
nod aſſembled againſt him, were wont to fay in their 
Diſſertations upon the Divinity of the Father and the 
Son, that the Son was conſubſtantial with the Father. 
This is plain from the Teſtimonies which I have cited 


And Valentinus, Vide locum prædictum. 


out 
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Sur of the Antients before that Council. Now Paul us'd 
all Methods to overturn this Doctrine, and amongſt the 
reſt a Sophiſm againſt it grounded upon a perverſe Senſe 
of the word Homoonſion, thus: If the Son is conſub- 


ſtantial to the Father, as ye Catholics ſay, it follows that 
the Divine Subſtance is cut in two Parts, one of which P 


conſtitutes the Father, the other the Son, and therefore 
that there was a Divine Subſtance prior to Father 
and Son, which was afterwards divided betwixt them. 
The Antiochian Fathers juſtly abhorred this Explication, 
and upon that account (not ſolicitous about Words in 
a Controverſy of ſo great Import) were content, that 
they might take away from the Heretic the Ground of 
his Cavil, to ſuppreſs the Word, and eſtabliſh the Thing. 
But afterward, when the Arians deny'd, what was really 
in that Word fignify'd, i. e. the Divinity of our Lord, 
and pretended, probably, the Definition of the Antiochi- 
an Synod, in Defence of their Hereſy 3 the NMicene Bi- 
ſhops with good Reaſon reſtor'd that very expreſſive Term, 
which had been read, and approv'd by the Fathers before 
the Synod of Antioch, and only omitted by that Synod, 
becauſe of the ill Uſe made of it by Paul; they inſer- 
ted it in their Creed, and added in that very Creed 
fuch an Explication of it, as none but an Heretic could 
reject. This is a ſufficient Defence of the Nicene Fathers 
with all impartial Judges. But yet to this 4thana/rus 
adds that there was a Neceſſity upon them to reſtore it, 
(tho? no Scriprural Term, and formerly for not ſo weigh- 
ty Reaſons rejected) becauſe of the incredible and de- 
teſted Craft of the A-iavs. Thoſe Maſters of Fiction 3 
and Reſerve could ſwallow any Term, or Terms propo- 
ſed to them by the Catholics, except the Homoonſion, the 
exact and critical Senſe of which word precluded all E- 
quivocation. They could own the Son begotten of the 
Father, and ſoften it with this Reſervation, that he was 
ſo begotten of him as all other Creatures. They could 
ſay he was the Son of God, and very God, meaning 
that he is truly God, who is truly made God. When 
the Catholics accus d them of calling the Son of God a Crea- 
| | ture. 
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ture, they ſhew'd Indignation with this ſecret Intend- 
ment that the Son of God was not a Creature as other 
Creatures; they were ſo mediately by the Word, he im- 


mediately without the Word. The Homooſion was the 
only Mord that they could not reconcile to their Hereſy. 


2. Athanaſins again teſtifies, and it is worthy Obſervation, 
that this tricking of the Arians hindered the deſign of 


the Nicene Biſhops of expreſſing their Creed in Scripture 
Terms only. * Ambroſras excellently confirms what Atha- 
naſius has told us, namely, that the Homoonſion did ſo gra- 


vel the Arians. Laſtly, they could even now uſe the 


Word Homoouſon as well as the other Terms, if they 
could find a Way to pervert it. But when they faw 
themſelves reduced to Difficulties by this Word, they ut- 


terly rejected it. Athanaſins produces many Creeds or 


Confeſſions of the Arians themſelves to the ſame purpoſe, 


in which though you may find any other Catholic Term, 

you can never meet with the Homoouſion; they are all over 
Indignation againſt it, and vainly bite the Chairi with | 
which they are bound. | 


14. Curcelleus is by no means to be regarded, when he 
is not aſhamed to affirm, that the Nicene Biſhops did 
therefore inſert the Homoouſion in their Creed, as the Teſt 
of Orthodoxy, though rejected as Heretical by the Au- 
tiochian Fathers, becauſe they were Strangers to that Decree 
of the Antiochians ; and that after the Synod was broke 


up, and they knew it, it did not then ſeem right to change 


any thing. What ſober Man can think that of Three 
hundred and eighteen Biſhops, ſome very learned, and 
ſome very old (as Euſebius has above told us) not one 
ſhould know what was decreed in a very famous Synod of 
late Date! Suppoſing all the reſt, to oblige this Writer, ſo 
ignorant of Eccleſiaſtical Story, as he would have them, ſurely 
Euſebius Ceſarienſis, a Man, without queſtion, very skil- 


Epiſtle to the African Biſhops in Theodoret's Hiſt. book 1. chap. 8. 
=O 2 See that whole Piece concerning the Syrods of Rimini and 


Seleucia, p. 717. Tom. 1. part. 2. 3 Ambroſ, de Filii Divinitate 
CAP. 4» | 5 
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ful that way, muſt know it; and Athanaſius, who was at 
the Synod of Mice, * acquaints us, that the Nicene Biſhops 
knew the Sophiſtry of Paul, by which he had URL, by 
about the Rejection of that very fit Term, and that they 
therefore reſtored it. Nothing ſure can be more expreſs 
againſt Curcellæus. 

15. Before we finiſh this Diſſertation, we muſt ſay 
ſomething to Sandius. He * ſays this Word was firſt coin- 
ed by Heretics, the Yalentinians, and other Gnoſtics, that 
Montanus, I heodotus, Sabellins, Paulus Samoſatenus, and the 
Manichees took it from them; and that Trenæus, Clem. A.- 
lex. and others ſay ſo. I ſuppoſe he will ſcarce ſay, it was 
firſt coined and uſed by the Gnaſtics, becauſe T have proved 
before, that it was uſed by the antienter Heathen Writers. 
If he ſays, that the Gnoſtics uſed it in ſpeaking of their 
ons; we own it, we own that Jrenæus, and other Ca- 
tholic Writers have ſaid ſo, but what then? The Gnoftics 
uſed the Words Logos, Saviour, Paraclete; does it there- 
fore follow that they made them, or that we ought to re- 
ject them? By no means. Well ſpoke Tertullian, The 
Truth is not precluded the Uſe of a Mord, becauſe Hereſy uſes 
it; but rather Hereſy has borrowed it of the Truth to couute- 
nance a Lie. In ſhort, either Sandius has ſaid that the Gno- 
ſtics firſt taught, that the Word or Son of God is conſub- 
ſtantial with the Father; or he muſt own that he has faid 
nothing to the Purpoſe. But it is entirely falſe, neither 
Trenens, nor any antient Author, has affirmed it; nay fur- 
ther, the contrary is true: The Groſtics, i. e. Cerinthians, 
Valentiniaus, &c. denied the Homoonſion, and were therefore 
condemned of Hereſy by the Antients. They were fo far 
fromacknowledging it, that they ſaid that on, the Logos, did 
not at all know his Father. Thus Trenæus, Tertullian, &c. 
they denied his Cocternity, faid Silence was before the Logos, - 
and therefore that there was a Time when he was not, and 
they were upon this Account alſo obnoxious to the antient 
Catholic Doctors of the Church. In a word, We ſhall 
ſhew hereafter ro a Demonſtration, that the Arian Hereſy 


1 In the Place aforecited. 2 p. 122. 7 p. 504. 
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is the Spawn of the Gnoſtics. So much for Sabelliut and 
Samoſatenus. It remains now to examine why Montanus is 
| hooked in. Saudius, it is like, finds * Socrates and Sozomen 
joining Montanus with Sabellius in the Doctrine of the 
Trinity. Hear what the excellent Yale/ias ſays upon the 
Place. It is obſcure, why Socrates joins Montanus 
c and Sabellius For Montanus did not innovate in the 
“Doctrine of the Trinity, but kept cloſe to the Catho- 
ce lic Church, as Epiphanius and Theodoret tell us. Some 
« of his Diſciples indeed ran into Sabellianiſin, as T heodo- 
cc ret ſays in the Place before cited; ſome of them, with 
« Fabellius, denied the three Perſons of the Divinity, and 
ce ſaid that the ſame was Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.“ 
To Haleſius's Obſervations, I will add another, That Ter- 
rullian in his Book againſt Praxeas (which was wrote after 
he was a Montaniſt) very briskly oppoſed Sabellianiſm, Pra- 
xeas then held what Sabellius afterwards embraced. It is 
therefore certain that neither Montanus nor his firſt Follow- 
ers agreed with Sabellius in the Doctrine of the Trinity. 
If Sandins had known this, he would eaſily have corrected 
the many Miſtakes made by him in his Account of Motanus 
and his Hereſy. What Sandizs 5 means in making Theo- 
dotus, who taught the mere Humanity of Chriſf in the 
time of Pope Viclor, a Defender of the Flomoonſron is diffi- 
cult to find our. Surely it never before entred into the 
Thoughts of either antient or modern to charge him with 
the Homoouſion. Laſtly, as for the Manichees, St. Auguſtin 
ſays (as Sandius himſelf cites it) that they confeſſed Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be of the ſame Nature. Whar 
then, what is that to his Purpoſe ? Is there any thing great- 
ly commendable in the Marichees for this Confeſſion, when 
(according to the fame Sandius) they thought Angels and 
humane Souls of the Subſtance of God? This ſhall ſuf- 
fice for the Senſe of the Homoonſion; let us proceed now. 
to the Matter in hand. 


See Section 3. Chap. I. n. 15, 16. Socrates book 1. chap. 23. 
p. 48. Sozomen, book 2. chap. 18. p. 381. In Hæreſi Montaniſta- 
rum Epiphan, Theodoret. in lib. 3. Hæreticar. Fabul, 5 Lib. 1. 
Enucl. Hiſtor. 
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16. We affirm that it was the conſtant and conſentient 


Teſtimony of the Catholic Doctors in the three firſt Cen- 


turies, That the Son of God was conſubſtantial, in the 


Senſe aforeſaid, with the Father, i. e. not of any created 


mutable Eſſence, but abſolutely of the ſame Divine immu- 
table Nature with the Father, and therefore God. Now 


theſe Antients prove this Point ſeveral Ways; as ( 1.) 


When they affirm him not only begotten, and produced 
by, but alſo of, the Father. For that is a moſt certain Axi- 
om, that what is begotten of God, is God. (z.) When 
they call the Son the true, genuine, proper, natural Son of 


God. (z.) When they uſe Similitudes by way of Illu- 


ſtration. Thus they ſay, the Son is of the Father, as the 
Branch of the Root, the River of the Fountain, and the 
Ray of the Sun. Now theſe are plain of the ſame Na- 


ture; fo alſo are the Father and Son; but no Similitude is 


ſo familiar with them, none pleaſes ſo well as Light of Light, 
upon which account the Nicene Fathers inſerted it into their 
Creed, as explanatory of their Homoouſin. (4.) When they 


= __ him out of the Number of Creatures, and deny 


that he is one : For there is nothing between God and a 
Creature. (5.) When they give to the Son of God the 
proper Attributes of the only true God. (G.) And laſt- 
ly, when they expreſsly call him not only God, but the 


true God, by Nature God, one God with the Father. 
In many of the Fathers all the Arguments for the Ho- 


moonſſon occur, in all of them many. Now let us hear 


what they ſay. 
* . . „ „ M * . . . 2 . 2 . 2 2. . 2 . 2 „ . . „ USSS 
The Doctrine of the Author of the Epiſlle aſcri- 


bed to Barnabas, Hermas, or the Paſtor, and 


Ignatius the Martyr, concerning the true Di- 
vinity of Chriſt. | 
I Will begin with the Apoſtolical Writers. The Au- 


- thor of an Epiſtle aſcribed to Barnabas, in the Places a- 
bove cited for Proof of the Son's Pre-exiſtence, excellent- 


ly 
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Iy declares his real Divinity. For there he calls the Son 
45 of the whole Earth, and that antecedently (as they 
ſpeak) to the Diſpenſation of our Salvation. He ſays that 
the Glory of Jeſus is ſo great, that by him, and for him 
are all; i. e. all things are made by him as their efficient 
Cauſe, all things tend to him as their End; what can't be 
ſaid of any Creature without Blaſphemy. To which you 
may add a remarkable Paſſage of the fame Epiſtle, * where 
be teaches, that the Lord, who foreknew all things, there- 
fore faid that he would take away from his People the ſtony 
* Heart, and would give a new, a fleſhy Heart, becauſe he 

was to be manifeſted in the Fleſh, and to dwell among us. 
= My Brethren, the Habitation of our Hearts is a holy hes. 
10 the Lord, There he expreſsly ſpeaks of the Lord, who 

' manifeſted himſelf in the Fleſh or humane Nature, i. e. of 
1 the Son of God, and informs us, that he dwells in the Hearts 
3 of the Saints, as in Temples conſecrated to God. Theſe Words 
* are ſo clear that they need no Comment, and many of this 
3 kind are to be ſeen every where in this Epiſtle. 

2. Hermas, whoſe Antiquity and Authority we have 
fully proved beſore, teaches the ſame Doctrine very clearly. 
For beſides what has been ſhewn above out of the ninth 
Simil. that the Son exiſted before all Creatures, was with the 
Father, was his Counſellor in the Creation of all Things; 
(enough to fatisfy all ſober Perſons of our Lord's Divi- 
= nity; for who can think any but God can be of Counſel 
to God?) in the ſame Simil. he attributes to him the Sup- 
port of all Things, (a Work truly divine) and Immenſity 


+] (which 15 proper to the Divinity alone). The Words are 
= theſe : * The Name of the Son of God is great and immenſe, 
a4 and the whole World is ſuſtained by him. And a little after, 


I Every Creature of God is ſuſtained by his Son; where he 


= plainly 
= | 3 . | 
x Pat. Ap. Vol. 1. p. 19. 16. S. 14. p. 116. Sim. 9. + Dr. Whitby, 
. 22 % 1 7 * . * 
1 p. 10. denies this Viſti vction, and ſays, by [omnis Dei Creatura] is o? 


meant all Chriſtians, but from the Words cited by the Doctor, the con- 

trary u plain. For firſt it is aſſerted, that all the World, every Crea- 
1 ture, is ſuſtained by him; and then the Queriſt ſays, If every thing, 
3 if all the World, why not Chriſtians eſpeciaily ? To which it is anſwer- 
1 ed, He ſuſtains them alſo: But the Dr. has the::ght fit to drop the 91 | 
= „„ am]. 
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plainly diſtinguiſhes the Son of God from every Creature 
of God. The fame Hermas expreſsly denies that the Son 
of God is in the State or Condition of a Servant. Thus 
when he asks, * Why is the Son of God placed, in the Simi- 
litude, in a ſervile State? The Paſtor anſwers, T hat the Son 
of God is not in a ſervile State, but in great Power and Ma- 
Jeſty. Now to be placed in a ſervile Condition, and to 
be a Creature are Expreſſions equivalent ; for every Crea- 
ture ſtands in the Relation of a Servant to God his ſupreme 
Lord. So the Author of a Book, intitled, The Expoſition 
of the Faith, aſcribed to Faſtin, * „ Whatſoever is, is ei- 


ther uncreated or created. That which is uncreated is 
cc ſupreme, and under no Neceſſity ; what is created is ſer- 


ce vile, and ſubject to the ſupreme Laws. The one by his 


& Power does and can do what he pleaſes; the other can only 
<« perform and fulfil that miniſterial Work he has received 
c of Gpd. Hence the Apoſtle in his Epiſtle to the 


3 Philippians, (a Place, if duly weighed, ſufficient to bear 
down all Hereſies againſt the Perſon of our Lord Clgiſt) 
oppoſes the Form of a Servant to the Form of God; by the 
Form of a Servant underſtanding (not that Miſery he un- 
derwent for our Salvation, whilſt he was ſcourged, pit 
upon and crucified. ; for that greater Degree of Humili- 
ation is afterward diſtinctly expreſſed in the ſame Place, but) 
the humane Nature, in the Likeneſs of which Chriſt is ſaid 
to be made, in the Words immediately following, and ma- 
niſeſtly added by way of Explanation, for this Reaſon, 


am]. He goes on, © Suppoſe the Diſtinction true, the Conſequence is 


* 20f good. For in another Place (lib. 1. Vil. 3. n. 4.) Hermas writes 
* thus: Who arc theſe young Men that build ? They are the Angels 
* of God, who were firſt made by him, and to whom he has given 
« the Power of edifying and governing 8 Creaturam. But 
* this does by no means prove that theſe Angels are God, are diſtinct 
te from all Creatures. How ſirangely the Dr. has miſplaced his Critt- 
c/i2 1 Univerſa Creatura in this latter Paſſage is the Church only, and 
thoſe Angels the chief Builders of it upon Chriſt the Foundation, not only 
the Support of his Church, but totius Orbis, omnis Creaturz. Theſe 


A 


are cemmon Failings in this learned Animadverter. By all means con- 
ſult Hermas concerning this Place, and believe your own Eyes. 


1p, 0. Simil. 7. Juſtin. Mart. p. 374. 3 Ch. 2. v. 6, 7. 


that 


ö 
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that every Man, whoſoever, nay every Creature, compared 
to God, ſtands in the Relation of a Servant. 

3. This remarkable Place of Hermas is cited by Petavius 
to prove the true Divinity of our Lord; but the Author 
of the Irenicum will have it to be a Jeſuitical Fraud. 


Thus he beſpeaks him: “ Bur here, Petavius, if you had 
< not rather intended to deceive than to inform, you ought 


ce to have added, of what Power, of what Rule the Paſtor 
ce ſpoke ; namely, not of a Power or Dominiot equal to 
ce the Father's, but of that Power he gave him after his 
Death over his People, which he had alſo given him, and 
c over whom Chriſt ſet Doctors. Upon this account he 


ſays, that Chriſt neither was, nor was introduced as a Ser- 


vant, but as the Lord of his People. But here, my name- 
leſs Friend, you're catch'd in your own Snare. If your 


Intentions had been honeſt, you ſhould have given your 
Reader Hermas entire, and added the Words which have 


a neceſſary Connection with thoſe produced by you. The 
Cafe is thus: In the fifth Sil. the Paſtor had repreſented 
our Saviour Chriſt in a double Capacity, as the Son of God, 
and as the Servant of God. For ſo he explains the Parable 


of the Son and the Servant. Now, ſays he, the Son is 


an Holy Spirit, and that Son of God is a Servant; that is, 
the Son of God, whom he calls an holy Spirit, and alſo 


had repreſented as a Servant, are the ſame. By both he 


underſtands our Saviour, who is by him called the Son of 
God, and a Servant, but upon different Accounts. He 
calls him the Son of God, becauſe of that holy Spirit, that 
divine Nature, the Logos, which was united in one Perſon 
to the Man Chriſt, intimately and inexpreſſibly. He calls 
him a Servant in reſpe& of his Body, that humane Nature 
he put on, and in which he took upon him the Form of a 
Servant. It is a common thing with the Paſtor to conſider 
him in a double Capacity, becauſe of his two Natures, even 
in this ſame Similitude, where we find the Words in Con- 
troverſy. Thus he repreſented him in the ninth Similitude 
as an old Rock, becauſe the Son of God, and exiſtent be- 
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fore every Creature; as a ne Gate, becauſe made Man in 
the laſt Days. Hermas not able to underſtand how the fame 
"Perſon ſhould be the Son of God, and the Servant of 
God asks the Paſtor, why the Son of God is plac'd in 
a ſervile State? To this Queſtion the Paſtor returns the 
Words cited by our anonymous Author, concerning all 
Power given to Chriſt by his Father, &c. But this is 
not all, for the Words which follow, and which our Au- 
thor did not find it convenient to cite, give a more full 
and diſtin& account of this Matter. The Paſtor there 
diſtinguiſhes betwixt the Holy Spirit, or the Divine Na- 
-rure in Chriſt, and the Body of Chriſt, or his humane 
Nature, and expreſſly reaches, that, the ſervile State in 
which he had plac'd him, was only to be referr'd to his 
Fleſh, his humane Nature. For after he had ſpoke of 
the Spirit, 2yhich as firſt of all infus'd into the Body, in © 
which God would dwell, he adds, This Body, into which 
the Holy Spirit was brought, ſerved that Holy Spirit 
walking uprightly in Modeſiy, and chaſtly, nor ever defil d 
that Spirit. When therefore that Body had conſtantly obey'd 
the Holy Spirit uprightly, and chaſily, had labour d with it, 
and never yielded, the Boay fatigned, was in a ſervile State, 
but being greatly approv d by the * Spirit was receiv d ap by 
God. In which Words it is clear that the Paſtor ſpeaks 
of the humane Nature of Chriſt, and ſays of the Body 
only that it was in a ſervile State; and that after, and up- 
on the Account of fulfilling that Servitude, it was appro- 
ved with the Holy Spirit, or Logos, and received by God, 
that is, promoted to the Right-hand of the Divine Maje- 
ſty in the higheſt. Hence the Paſtor repreſents the Exal- 
tation of the Man Chriſt by a Servant, whom his Maſter, 
God the Father, becauſe of his good Service would make 
Joint-heir with his Son. By the Servant he underitood 
the humane Nature, by the Son the divine. Then was the 
Servant made ſoint-heir with the Son, when the Body, or 


z Patr, Apoſt. Vol. 1. p. 105 anf 105, e ſeems here to al- 
dude to the Hords of St. Paul (1 Tim. iii. 16.) He was juſtify'd by the 
Spirit, and received into Giory. 


humane 
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humane Nature of Chriſt, aſter the Reſurrection was pla- 
ced at the Right hand of God, and made Partaker, as far as 
it could be ſo, of the ſame Glory and Honour, which the 
Son of God had with his Father before the World was. 
The Author of the Epiſtle ſaid to be Barnabas s, a Con- 
temporary with Hermas, when he after his allegorical Man- 
ner explains the Words of Chriſt by the Prophet, has the 
ſame Notion. * The Words are, Jacob is to be praiſed 
over all the Earth. The Expoſition : This is intended of 
the Vehicle of his Spirit, or Divinity, which he would glorify. 
Whoſoever will read the fifth Similitude with Care, will 
find that I have given the true Senſe of the Paſtor's Words. 
From the Premiſſes then it is manifeſt the Paſtor taught, 
That the Son of God, as the Son of God, and God, nei- 
ther 1s, nor ever was in the Form or Relation of a Servant 
to God the Father; nor ever was any otherwiſe a Servant 
than as he freely took upon him our Fleſh. I may herejuſtly 
retort upon himſelf, what our anonymous Writer {ays to Pe- 
tavins. Thus and thus our Author ſpeaks of the Son; he 
« ſays quite the contrary to what you make him ſay.” 

4. I am aſham'd and griev*d to mention the Teſtimo- 
nies, which Sandlius, and the Author of the Irenicum have 
brought againſt theſe clear and expreſs ones of Hermas 
ſor the Catholic Doctrine; but however, that we may 
not feem to make any Demurr, or to neglect them, they 
ſhall be produc'd. Both of them object the Words of 
Hiermas himſelf. Believe that there is one God, who ap- 
pointed all T hings, and brought them into being, who contains 
all Things, but himſelf is not comprehenaed by any. I can- 
not gueſs what theſe Sophiſts can draw from this Paſſage 
for their Purpoſe, unleſs they think it is impoſſible any 
one ſhould believe one God, and alſo own a conſubſtan- 
tial Trinity of Perſons. But here they are greatly mi- 
ſtaken, for all Catholics at this Day believe both. The 
Primitive Catholic Church alſo has profeſs'd the fame in 
her Rule of Faith, as Tertalliaz ſays, 3 Vs believe one God 


1 Pat. Ap. Vol. 1. p. 38. * 5.50 Mandat. 1. is intended, but 
e Words are net cited with any Exactneſs. 3 p. Fol. ady, Prax. 
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(under this Diſpenſation, which we call Oeconomy) but fo, 
as that there is alſo a Son of this one God, his Word, which 
proceeded from him, &c. And a little after, One is all, 
becauſe all proceed from one by an Unity of Subſtance ; and BY 
ne vertheleſ the Myſtery of the Oeconomy is preſerved, which 1 
diretcts us to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Indeed the + 
Author of the Irenicum and Sandins ſeem to have been of 
the Opinion of thoſe imprudent foohſh Men, in the fame 
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[ | Place noted by Tertullian, who are afraid of the Oecono- E 1 
| | my, becauſe the Rule of Faith brings us off from the na 
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ny Gods of the Heathens to the one true God, not un- 
derſtanding that the one true God is to be believed, as 
this Oeconomy directs. They preſume the Number 
and Diſpoſition of the Trinity Av a Diviſion of the 
Unity, whereas the Unity, deriving the Trinity from 
it call is not deſtroy d, but diſpens'd by it. But what- © 
ſoever theſe modern Opiniators may think, it is plain that 
our Hermas, a Writer of the Apoſtolical Age, was ac- 
quainted with this Diſpenſation The Paſtor ſo believ'd 
one God, ſo taught this Belief, as that he own'd the Fa- 
ther of all Things had a Son, who exiſted before all 
Creatures, who adviſed and co-operated with him in ma- 
king the World, who was immenſe as his Father, and 
ſupported the whole World by his Almighty Word, 
who in himſelf and his own Nature had not the Rela- 
tion of a Servant ro God the Father, as is plain from the 
fore-cired Paſſages of Flermas. 

5. It is ſtrange to ſee what the Author of the * rent. 
cum produces againſt the Catholics from Hermu. What 
ſay gau to it, ſays he, that tis plain from the 5th Simil. 
That the Son of God was gither only own'd by him, as 4 
Man, or at leaſt believ'd to be inferior to the Father, yea 
the Holy Spirit? For in the Place cited, he not only repre- 
ſents him as the Father's Servant, but as a Servant of the ; 
Holy Spirit, and ovedient to him. For he ſays, that the Bo- 
dy of Chriſt, or of the Son of God, into which an Holy Spi- þ 
Tit was infuſed, was ſubjcbt to this Spirit, &c. I can't but 
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admire his Stupidity, for firſt, if it ſnould be granted that 
by Holy Spirit in this Place is meant the third Perſon of 
the Trinity, what will his impious deſperate Cauſe gain 
by it? Nothing: No Man ſure can be ſo blind, as not 
to ſee that Hermas in that Place expreſſly ſpeaks of the 
humane Nature only; and what wonder, ſince that is a 
Creature, if it be ſaid to be obedient to the Holy Spirit? 
(24 ),) J have lar ely and clearly ſhewn that we muſt b 

| Kune here the Divine Nature in Chriſt, 
the Logos, which is molt properly call'd the Son of God. 
The Series of the Parable makes this ſo clear, that I won- 
der Petavins did not ſee it. What is ſaid afterwards 


might perhaps blind him, namely, that Hermas ſays in 


the ſame Place, that the Holy Spirit dwells in our Bo- 
dies. But here it may be ſaid that the Paſtor made a ſud- 
den Tranſition to another Senſe of the Words; or, which 
I rather think, we may underſtand it in ſuch a Senſe, as 
every Chriſtian is faid to be the Dwelling or Temple of 
the Holy Trinity. Certainly the Logos, which adheres 
to the Man Chriſt in the greateſt and molt excellent Com- 
munion (ſo Origen ſomewhere expreſſes the Hypoſtatical 
Union) as he is every where by his own Force and Pow- 
er, ſo by a peculiar manner of Preſence, he fixes his Seat, 


his Dwelling of the Hearts of the Pious. Hence 
Ignatius, ſpeaking of the Son of God, exhorts the Saints 


after this manner. Let us do all Things, as though he delt 
in us, that we may be his Temples, and he in us our God; 
and Barnabas has ſaid above, that our Heart is the Dwel- 
ling and Temple of the Son of God. So Fuſtin Martyr * ſays, 
that God the Father does fix his holy and incomprehenſible 
Logos, ſent down from Heaven to Men, in their Hearts. 
From hence indeed it is manifeſt, that all the moſt anti- 
ent Doctors of the Church believ'd the Son of God to 
be true and very God. I hall only obſerve one thing 
more concerning this Author, that Petavizs, other wiſe a 


— 


Pat. Apoſt. Vol. 2. p. 15, See Apocalypſe iii. 20. John xiv. 23. 
Epheſ. ili. 17. p. 498. Præſat. in Tom. 2. Dogm. The- 
olog. cap. 2, S. 6. „ 
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rigid Cenſor of the Farhers in this Queſtion) fairly owns 
that this Hermas was not accus d of any Hereſy or falſe 
Doctrine, eſpecially relating to the Trinity by any antient 
Catholic Writer; which is very true and worth our Notice. 
As for what Sazdizs, a late trifling Scribbler ſays of him, 


namely, that he taught that the Holy Spirit does not ſpeak. 


* to Man, when he will, but when God will, it is very 
frivolous. Conſult the Place, and you'll find that the 
Words | hen he will] are not to be referred to the Ho- 
ly Spirit, as Sandius refers them, but to Man, to whom 
the Holy Spirit ſpeaks. of 
6. Ignatius comes next. He in his genuine Epiſtles, 
publiſhed by J/aac Yoſſins (which are the only Epiſtles I 
thall make uſe of in this Work) every where clearly ex- 
re the true Divinity of the Son of Jod. Thus he 
gins his Epiſtle to the Smyrnæans- I glorify Feſus 


Chriſt [my] God, who has made you ſo wiſe. In the Sa- 


lutation of the Epiſtle to the Epheſians he calls them 
preaeſtinated and elette | by th: Will of the Father, and Teſus 
Chriſt our God. In the Epiſtle it ſelf, * Nothing is hid 


from our Lord, but our Secrets are near him. Let us do al 


. Things, As though he chvelt in us, that 2ve may be his Tem- 


ples, and he in us our God: which is, and which we ſhall 

fee, if we love him as ve ought. It is undoubted that /7- 
natius here ſpeaks of Chriſt, becauſe of the word ¶ Lord] by 
which he always denotes Chriſt, and from the whole Context 
of the Epiſtle, which only treats of our Saviour. Again, 
5 Suffer me to be an Imitator of the Paſſion of Chriſt, my God. 


Again very remarkably, © where he thus ſpeaks of Chriſt ; 
There is one Phyſician, carnal and ſpiritual, made, and not 


mae, God incarnate, * true Life in Death, both of Mary 


and of God. The Tranſlation of 34+ nj%s N , ma le 


99 Mand. 11. S. 1. 2 Pat. Ap. Vol. 2. p. 34. 2 p. 11. 
ii. 5 Vide Grabii Annotat. p. 47. Patr. Ap. p. 29. 
ubi plura hujuſmodi Teſtimonia ex Ignatio proftruntur, ED. 3. 
Do 7 7 Athanaſius, Theodorer, and Gelaſius read, inſtead of God 
incarnate | God in May]. For this Reading, not the other [trug 
Life in the immortal] we Hawe the Authority of Athanaſius, Theodo- 
ret and Gelaſius, as weil as the Senſe of the Place, which requires it. 


and 


2 3 Hd 


the Nic E NE HFAIT H. 75 


and not made, I approve of, Gelaſius is my Author; the 
Senſe requires it, and every one knows that the Greeks uſe 
Yeiſis and 91-n39s promiſcuoufly, altho? moſt of the Ca- 
tholic Writers, eſpecially ſince the third Century, have 
diſtinguiſhed more nicely upon the Queſtion of our Lord's 
Divinity. In Theodoret it is read gevviſhs 85 a, 
but the Reading which we follow is confirmed by the 
Medicean Greek Copy, Uſber's old Latin Verſion, Arhana- 
ſras, and Gelaſins*?. The Oppoſition which is made all 


along between the two Natures of Chriſt, and the Attri- 


butes of both ſpeak for it. Theodoret's Reading ſpoils that. 
I am altogether of Opinion that Theodoret followed a Co- 
py wrote out by ſome Novice, who thought 4 > muſt 
needs ſignify one who has no Principle of Exiſtence, was 
of himſelf (which belongs to the Father only) and there- 
fore preſumed to change = into #5 azevits, For 


the ſame Reaſon the Interpolator of the Epiſtles of Ignatius 
leaves the Words out“, and good Cauſe, for in the Epi- 


ſtle ro the Trallians, he curſes thoſe who call the Son of 
God andes, in that Senſe, namely, in which it is pro- 
per to the Father, i. e. who don't diſtinguiſh between the 


Father and Son; upon which account alſo he ſets ſome- 


thing of his own concerning God the Father before rhar 


Place of * in which he ſays that he only is ee. 


Had Sandius under ſtood theſe things, he might have ſa- 
ved his own Pains upon the Word, and his Reader's too. 
The true Reading thus eſtabliſhed, it is plain Ignatius has 
in theſe Words nick'd the Arian Blaſphemy. For here 
Chriſt is not only owned as God, truly immortal, formerly 
incarnate; but alſo is expreſsly ſaid to be not made, i. e. un- 
created. Thus the great At hanaſius has excellently expreſ- 
ſed the Meaning of Ignatius, and critically diſtinguiſhed 
the two Senſes of the Word A, or 4)4v4rs, accord- 
ing as the Antients uſed it: We are perſuaded that the 


* bleſſed Ignatius wrote orthodoxly, when he ſays the Son 


* Dial: To De Synolis. De duabus Naturis. So Ter- 
tullian alſo. See Chap. 7, of this Section, n. 3. p. 48. Sect. 7. 
5 p. 65. S. 56. Enucl. Hiſtor. p. 71. 7 Ed. Bened. Tom 
prim. part. ſecunda, p. 761, = 
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« was made becauſe of his Fleſh, for Chriſt was made Fleſh; 
that he was not made, becauſe not one of the Creatures, but 
c the Son from the Father. And we know that ſome, who 
have ſaid there is only one unmade or unbegotten, mean- 
ing the Father, have not wrote. ſo, becauſe the Son is a 
Creature, but becauſe the Father hath no Author, or 
“ Cauſe, is himſelf the Father of Wiſdom, and made all 
<« the Creatures in Wiſdom.“ We ſhall ſay more of I natius 
when we come to ſpeak of the Coerernity of the Son. 
7. I muſt now ſpeak to the Author of the Vrenicum, 
and Sandius. Petavins had cited this remarkable Place of 
Tpnatins, out of Athangſius and J heodoret, and ſome other 
Paſſages out of T heodoret only. What the Author of 
the /renicam Objects to them is very impudent; What 
Petavius cites from Theodoret, and hat to him ſeems moſt 
genuine, may, be underſtood of the Man Chriſt only, as be- 
gotten by the Spirit of God. Then we may find any mean- 

ing we pleafe in any Word. For this Reaſon I ſuppoſe 
this Author, not daring to abide by this anſwer invents 
another very agreeable ro his deſperate Cauſe. The Pla- 
CES aledg'd from T heodoret can't demonſtrate that the 


Profeſſion of two Natures in Chriſt, was from the Tra- 


dition of Chriſt and his Apoſtles. For why might not 
that Profeſſion, though ſo antient, proceed from ſome 
falſe Chriſt, or falſe Apoſtle, not from Chriſt and his 
Apoſtles; as ſome odd, inſipid Opinions of Ignatius, and 
other Antients did, which Petavius himſelf rejects? This 
is a very Proteus. There is no dealing with ſuch an Ad- 
verſary. He affirms Juſtin to be the firſt Author of this 
Opinion concerning the Divine Nature of Jeſus Chriſt. 
We on the other Hand demonſtrate it to be older chan 
54477 and that Ignatius a Contemporary of the Apoſtles 
1eld it. Then he miſerably tortures the Words of Igna- 
tius, and at laſt diffident of his Comment, is ſo mad as 
to ſay, it is probable Ignatius was impos d upon by ſome 
falſe Apoſtle. An Apoſtle, I believe, would have far'd no 
better: nay, Experience proves that theſe Sectaries make 


7 Irenic, p. 27. 
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no account of the Apoſtolical Writings (as clear in this 
Point as the Fathers) that they prodigiouſſy deprave, and 
wreſt them from the manifeſt Senſe of the Words, by 
their Interpretations, and uſe all the Art and Induſtry 


they can to elude the Credit and Authority of them. If 


theſe Heretics would only profeſs this Doctrine deliver'd 

ae Doctors of the Church, to 
be repugnant to right Reaſon, (to themſelves, who are 
ſo far from ee ee the Divine Nature, &c. that 
they can't explain that of the meaneſt Animal) and there- 
fore call in queſtion the Chriſtian Religion (confirm'd 
by ſo many and ſo great Miracles, and ſufficiently ap- 
proving it ſelf to us in all Points of Virtue and Mora- 
lity by its native Light and Authority) their Impiety 
would be much the ſame, but their Candor and Ingenu- 
ity much greater. But this Author ſays: Ignatius has 
ſome odd, ſilly Opinions, which we our ſclves don't admit. 
Shew them in the genuine Epiſtles, and we yield: But 
indeed none of the bittereſt Adverſaries of that Collecti- 
on of Polhcarp's (not Blundel, Salmaſins, Daille, or his ano- 
nymous Defender) have hitherto produc'd any thing out 
of it, which thoſe very learned Men, V/ber, Veſſius, Ham- 
mond, and Pearſon. have not ſhewn to be very undeſerved- 
ly cenſur'd. Beſides, if Ignatius had deviated from the 
Apoſtolical Doctrine in ſome ſmaller Matters, is it there- 
fore probable that he was ſo grievouſly miſtaken in a 
Point of ſo great Importance? Can any one ſo much as 


ſuſpect that he, who convers'd ſo famuliarly with the 


true Apoſtles of Jeſus Chriſt, and who was undoubtedly 
a Martyr for their Faith, ſhould be deceiv'd in the chief 
Doctrine of Chriſtianity # If he can, he muſt have ſtrong 
Prejudices. | $2 © 05 
8. I now come to Sandius. He ſpeaking of Ignatius 
conceals the Teſtimonies I have brought for the Catho- 
lic Doctrine out of the genuine Epiſtles, and endeavours 


to confirm the Arian Blaſphemy by many Places alledg'd 


by him out of the interpolated and ſpurious ones. Any 


p 70, 


One 


" — FA 


8% A DEFENCE of 
one would believe he had never ſeen the Editions of Uſher 
and Yoſſis, or never read the Writings of thole learn- 
ed Men Hammond and Pearſon upon them; and yet in 
the ſame Place, and in others, treating of Ignatius he men- 
tions both theſe Editions; nor is it to be doubted whe- 
ther he had read Hammond and Pear on, when both were 
my 1672. four Years before the ſecond Edition of © | 
his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory. For the fake of thoſe who b - 
are not well acquainted with theſe Matters, I will brief- 
ly and impartially give an account of the whole Matter. 
The Latin Epiſtles under the Name of Ignatius are now 
rejected by the conſent of both Popiſh and Reformed Cri- 
tics. Beſides theſe are twelve in Greek , ſeven of which 
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Euſebius mentions, but not the other five. Thoſe ſeven 
are, 1. To the Epheſians, 2. The Magneſians. 3. The 
Trallians. 4. The Romans. 5. The Philadelphians. 6. 
The Smyrneaans. 7. To Polycarp Biſhop of Smyrna. The 
other he are, To "Maria Cw > . To Is Tarſenſes. 
3. The Antiochians. 4. To Hero the Deacon. 5. And 
to the Philippians. Of the ſeven there are two Editions, 
one more antient; another ſet forth by 7azc Voſſius from 
the Medicaan Copy. Of the five not taken notice of 
by Euſebius, thus the learned Pearſon very truly fays : 
ce * Tt ſeems to be a right Diſtinction, which is made 
<« between the ſeven Epiſtles mentioned by Euſebius, and 
often cited by other antient Fathers, and the five which 
ce were not own'd by any Greek Writer till ſome Ages 
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| ce after, and therefore are juſtly queſtion'd, and plainly 
| ce rejected: and that not only becauſe it is not proba- 
Fill ble that they ſhould eſcape Euſebius, if they had been 
l ce extant, or have been omitted by him, if he had known 
* & of them; but alſo, becauſe they greatly differ from 
Ef ce them in Style, and Matter, are more conſonant to the 
1 L | c Doctrine, Inſtitutes and Cuſtoms of the Church in 
? i & latter Days, and only like thoſe of Enuſebius in an over- 
vl « affected Imitation.” What Sandius fays, that no 
"| | P n 1 Proæmio ad. Vind. Ignat. C. 4. De Scriptor. Eccleſ. 5 
1 18. | 
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Man can doubt whether the five are Ignatius, becauſe 
ſo like the former ſeven unqueſtioned Epiſtles in the Style, 
is only another Specimen of his Folly, or Impudence. 
For if he means by the unqueſtioned Epiſtles, the ſeven 
mentioned by Euſebius, as they were extant before Yoſſms 
publiſh'd them, it is true, there is a great Reſemblance be- 


rweeh then and the other five: Nor is it to be admir'd. 


Uſper thought, and it is a plain Caſe, that the ſame Im- 
poſtor interpolated the genuine Epiſtles, and added the 
reſt, But the Caſe is otherwiſe with the Yoſian Editi- 
on, a judicious Man will find them widely different both 


in Doctrine and Style. The Perſon who huddled up the 


five, has made uſe of ſome Forms of Compoſition and 
Speech familiar to the true Ignatius. In this only, there 
is ſome Reſemblance. But they are ſo affected, fo unſea- 
ſonably placed, that they betray what they would con- 
ceal. Beſides, Sandins tit argues: From the Epiſtle 
ce to the Philippians, (one of the five which we reject) 
« Grigen cites ſomething in his ſixth Mo upon Lake ; 


ce this clears its Authority.” Here the Sophiſt is playing 


his old Game. Theſe are the Words of Origen concern- 
ing J ate and his Epiſtle, in his ſixth Homily upon Lake, 
« TI have found it elegantly written in the Epiſtle of a 


„ Martyr, I mean Ignatius, the ſecond Biſhop 


c of Antioch after St. Peter, who in the Perſecution fought 
« with Beaſts at Rome, The Prince of this World knew 
c nothing of the Virginity of Mary.” Here is not one 
Word of the Epiſtle to the Philippians; but in the Epiſtle 
to the Epheſians, one of the Exſebian ſeven, we have this 
Paſſage Word for Word; not as by the Impoſtor, in his 
Epiſtle to the Philippians, changed into a ridiculous Apo- 
ſtrophe to the Devil: There are many things thou knoweſt not, 
the Virginity of Mary, the glorious Birth, &c. To diſmiſs 
this Author a little while, worthy the Hatred of all that 


love Truth and Candour, let us return to the Right Re- 


verend Biſhop Pearſon. He thus explains his own Judg- 


ment, and that of other learned Men, concerning the ſe- 


2 Patr, Apoſt. Vol. 2. p. Ys 
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yen Epiſtles known to Euſebius, as extant in Greek, be- 


fore Viſſius publiſhed them: It has been well obſer- 
cC 


ved by many learned Men, that the ſeven moſt antient 
and genuine Epiſtles in the common Greek, Edition of 


that Time (before that of Yoſſins) were interpolated 
and corrupted : This is plain both from the Places 


cited by the antient Fathers, and either not to be found, 


or not truly repreſented in theſe Editions ; and from 


many other Things in them, which are neither agree- 


able to Antiquity, ànd the Opinion of Ignatius, nor 
inſerted in their proper Places, according to the Te- 
* nor of the Epiſtles.” Now the ſame worthy Pre- 
late has proved to all learned and impartial Men, that 
the Yoſſian Edition is genuine throughout the whole ex- 
cellent Work; and, if Sandius can produce out of 


that Edition which is taken from the Medicæan Copy, 


and agrees perfectly with the Citations of Athanaſius, 
* "Uh: 2 » Gelaſius,, and other Antients, one Iota re- 
pugnant to the Miene Creed, we will conſent that Igna- 
ius, that Apoſtolical Biſhop and celebrated Martyr, 
is truly ranked amongſt the Fore-runners of the impi- 


ous Arian Herely. But this he will never be able to 


do. Sandius will much ſooner appear a ſcandalous Ca- 
lumniator of the Holy Father, than he an Arian. In 
the mean time this I will put the Reader in mind of, 
that very many Paſſages are to be found in the Edition, 
Sandius cites, diametrically oppoſite to Arianiſm, and 


that thofe Paſſages he produces out of the ſame Epiſtles 


will, without Force, admit a Catholic Senſe: This would 
be eaſily proved, if we had Leiſure. So much for Ig- 
natius. Hitherto we have heard the Teſtimony of the 
three Venerable Apoſtolical Writers in Confirmation of the 
Nicene Creed. | Es EO al 
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Dr. GRABE's Annotations. 


TY UKE Aellier endeavours to enervate the Reverend 

Author's Argument from Barnabas, by the Lord, 
whoſe holy Temple our Heart is {aid to be, underſtanding 
not Chriſt, but the Father, and for that Purpoſe repearing the 
Words preceding his Citation thus: “ The Lord faith, 


cc Behold, I make the laſt and the firſt. For this Cauſe the 
Prophet proclaimed, Enter ye into the Land that flows with 


« ilk and Honey, and govern it. Behold then we are © 
« formed anew, as he ſpeaks again in another Prophet, Be- 
« hold, ſays the Lord, I will take from them, i. e. from 
ce thoſe whom the Spirit of the Lord foreſaw, the ſtony 
« Hearts, and I will put into them Hearts of Fleſh, becæuſe 
« he was about to appear in the Fleſh, and to dwell in us.” 
In which Words he all along takes the Father to be meant 
by the Lord, as he doth in thoſe that follow, For the dꝛvel- 
ling Place of our Heart is a Temple to the Lord, very ablurdly 
indeed; for the Connexion of the Text, and the cauſa- 
tive Particle , will fatisfy any unprejudiced Perſon, that 

F that ſame Perſon, of 
whom it is immediately before faid that he would dwell in 
us. Now that this is, Chriſt incarnate our Adverſary de- 
nies not; but then to make good his own Senſe he inſerts 


between the Words [he would dwell in us] and the Words 


immediately following, this Paraphraſe, aud would make of 


us a Temple and Sanctuary for God the Father, by that Ap- 


pearance of his in the Fleſh, and his dwelling in ns. But to 
have a Temple himſelf, and to make one for another are two 
things confounded by the Paraphraſt. | Barnabas ſpeaks of 


the former only, he gives us the latter without any Au- 
_ thority 3 nay, he oppoſes the latter to the former. A Li- 


berty indeed! At this rate whatſoever is properly and ſtrict- 
Iy ſpoken of one Perſon may be divides betwixt him and 

another, 3 ol oy 

Again, It is clear from the Words, becauſe he would ap- 
pear, &c. that by the Lord is meant Chriſt 3 for who is 

this [he]? The ſame whoſe Oracles Barnabas had * 
j 0 1 cite 
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84 4 DEFENCE of 


cited from the Prophets; and this Aellier was aware of 
when, without Fear or Shame, not content with the re- 


lative [he] implied, as directing the Reader to ſome Perſon 
before ſpoken of, becauſe he would appear, &c. he thus in- 
terpolates, becauſe Chriſt would appear, &c. This is plain 
from another Paſſage : Again ſays the Lord, &c. where by 
the Lord muſt be meant the Son of God, and therefore the 
ſame muſt alſo be meant in' the former Paſſages cited out of 
the Prophets. Mellier would have it, that the Lord is not 
in the Latin, and therefore ſhould not be in the Greek. 
It is a great deal to grant; but ſuppoſe we might mar the 
Original by thus bringing it to the Verſion, what would 
he get by it? Why then the Word [again] would ſtand. 
in his Way, and plainly ſhew that the ſame Perſon, the 
Son of God is to be underſtood in the former Citations. 
The loweſt Contrivance is, that in theſe Places it muſt be 
ſuppoſed that the Spirit of God ſpoke ſo and ſo under the 
Perſon of Chriſt, (not yet in being) but who was in time 
to exiſt. | | 
3. Altho' theſe Arguments are clear enough, let us ſee 
what prevailed with our Adverſary to underſtand in all the 
fore-cited Paſſages of Barnabas, God the Father under the 


} 


Name of Lord. Firſt then, becauſe God the Father is in- 
troduced bleſſing Man in theſe Words, Increaſe and mul. 


tiply, and fill the Earth, therefore the Words following muſt 
alſo be underſtood of God the Father. But between theſe 
two Places there are ſome Words in which Barnabas ſays 
he is going upon new Matter. Again, it is not ſaid, he 
fame Lord, or again the Lord, but ſimply the Lord ſays. 
Well chen, there is no Neceſſity from the preceding, to ſay, 
that it is the ſame Perſon who ſpoke in both Plates, and I 
have proved that the following Words will not admit it. 


Aelliers ſecond Argument is drawn from the Words, [from 
thoſe whom the Spirit of the Lord foreſaiv| which he thus 
explains, © The Spirit of God the Father, but not the Son 


tc of God, who did not then exiſt, and therefore could 
not then foreſee.” This is a groſs begging the Queſti- 


+ = Patr, Apoſt. p. 19. 2 Ibidem. 
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the NicexE Faith, | * 


on, and is plainly confuted by St. Peter and Barnabas, 
St. Perer * ſpeaking of all the Prophets ſays, ſearching what, 
or what manner of time the Spirit of Chriſt that was in 


them did ſignify, when it teſtified before-hand the Suffer- 
ings of Chriſt, and the Glory that ſhould follow : Barna- 
bas * fays, the Prophets having their Gifts from him, pro- 
pheſy'd into him. Of which Words more anon. 4. The 


third Argument is taken from parallel Places, where Barna- 


bas calls the faithful the Temple of God, not of Chriſt ; 


but theſe things are not inconſiſtent, becauſe, as St. ohn 
tells us, chap. xiv. 23. the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghoſt have the ſame Abode. St, Paul alſo in his Epiſtle 
to the Corinthians fays they are the Temple of God, and in 
that to the Epheſians he writes, That Chriſt dwells in our 


Hearts by Faith. Our Adverſary objects, that tho* Chriſt 


doth dwell in us by Faith, we are no where called his Tem- 
ple: Thus the Prieſt is ſaid to dwell in the Temple, but 


yet the Temple is not called the Prieſt's, but God's. Now 


this is both falſe and fooliſh. You may often hear the Prieſt 


call the Church in which he officiares, his, but ſcarce ever 
find it faid that he dwells in it ; for the Temples are the 
Dwellings of God, not the Prieſt. However this be, it 
is certain the Hearts of the Faithful are his Temples, and 


that he dwells in them. Thus the Apoſtle proves that the 


Corinthians * are the Temple of the Living God, becauſe God 
has faid, I will dwell in them, and all among them, and I 
will be their God, and they ſhall be my People. Compare 
with theſe the Paſſages of Ignatius, where, if I miſtake not, 
with an Eye to the Apoſtle's Words, he expreſsly ſays, 
not only, that Chriſt dwells in us, but that we are Ye 
Temples, and he our God. 
5- Not to trouble my Reader with a Paſſage alledged by 
the Reverend Author, but not inſiſted upon for the Proof 


of his Theſis, which AMellier has interpreted with no great 


Reaſon another Way, I proceed to vindicate the Paſſage 
cited S. 3. for the Proof of our Lord's Divinity. Now 


1 Epiſt. i. 11, pf 61, SQ; 5. 7 Fpheſ, iii th 8 Cor. 
vi. 16, Lev. xxvi, 12. | | 
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Gift from him, was falſely tranſlated from ſome Greek 
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Mellier conjectures that the Latin, the Prophets we Goal 

lords 
that give this Senſe, the Prophets having their Gift for him, 
for his fake, or upon his Account. What reaſon for this? 
Becauſe Chap. 7. we find a like Miſtake. But a Man of 
no great Skill in this Way, may ſee that the Tranflator 


read va» not wee, and therefore tranſlated ab not propter, 


which is a good Reaſon for thinking that it was alſo ws 
in the Place we are concerned with. So Irene ſeems to 
have read and cited Barnabas, < The Prophets receiving the 


« Gift of Prophecy from the fame Word, preached up 


ce his coming in the Fleſh.* ** Mellier however goes on, 
Grant, ſays he, that the old Tranſlator read xa, and of con- 
ſequence rendered truly ab, Grotius furniſhes us with an 


Anſwer. He calls it the Spirit of Chriſt objettively, i. e. the 


Spirit pre/ronifying the things of Chriſt, and which as given 
the 3 L Thus Barnabas: The Pro- 
phets having the Gift from him, propheſied of him. T here- 
fore according to Grotius our Senſe is true. For the Son of 
God, he who as to be the Son, I ſay, the Son of God, that 
Man Chriſt Feſus, though not yet exiſting, ſent thoſe Prophets; 
and it may be ſaid that the Prophets hat the Spirit from him, 
who was the Occaſion of their having it, and without whoſe 
deſigned coming into the World, they had not had it. If this 
may be allowed, any thing may. Our Adverſary ſhould 
have produced out of Barnabas, or ſome other ſacred or 
prophane Authors, a few Examples of this unuſual Wa 

of ſpeaking, and I believe he would if he could. Surely 
no Man, who deſigned to ſhew that any thing was given 
or received for the ſake of another, ever wrote that it was 
given or received by that other; nor did ever any Man fo 
play with Words as Meilier, to ſay that a Perſon not yet 


in being ſent others upon his Buſineſs. As for Grotius, 


it is plain he has put a Force upon the Words of St. Peter: 


whether he has done the fame by Barnabas is not ſo clear, 


Compare p. 22. in the Greek with 62. in the old Latin. Ire- 
næus lib, 4. cap. 37. p. 371. Compare Chapter the 16th of the ſame 
Book, and the Notes upon n. 2. Grabe's Edition, | 
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becauſe he ſeems to have taken occaſion from the latter 


Words [ propheſj d of him] for his Comment, rather than 
from the former ¶ having the Gift from him]. But, be this 
as it will, I oppoſe Irenæus's Judgment, or that of any un- 
prejudiced Reader, to his, and am fully perſuaded that nei- 
ther Few, nor Gentile Believer, would ever take them in 
any other Senſe than ours, according to the common Uſe 
of ſpeaking. HI 8 | | 
6. Laſtly, the Words of Barnabas are worthy notice, where 


be fays, & Behold again Jeſus (not the Son of Mun) 


ec in the Greek (the Son of Man, but) the Son of God 


c appeared in theFleſh. He was therefore the Son of God 


before manifeſted in the Fleſh.” It is probable Barnabas 
had an Eye to St. Paul here, for both expreſs themſelves 
in the ſame Greek Word. But Barnabas proceeds, © Be- 
te cauſe ſome might fay that Chriſt was the Son of Da- 
e vid [only] he (the Pſalmiſt) fearing and foreſeeing the 
<« Error of the wicked, adds, The Lord ſaid unto my Lord, 


* c. In this ſay ing of David's our bleſſed Lord inſinu- 


cc ated his Divinity to the eus. Barnabas adds alſo other 
Words of Eſaias, and thus concludes, < Ye ſee then the 


ce Prophets call him Lord, and (as it is in the Greek) the 


ce Son of God, not the Son only. | 
Of HERMAS. 


wy ELLIER oppoſes the Authority of St. Pauls, 


| ſaying that God hath no Counſellor, to the 
Title of Counſellor of God given to the Son by our Re- 
verend Author from the Authority of the Paſtor ; where- 
as the Apoſtle denies it only with regard to any created 
Nature, not the Son amongſt whoſe Titles Eſaias * reckons 
this to be one. Nor 1s it ſatisfactory that he objects to 
another Place, namely, The Name of the Son of God is great 


aud immenſe, by qualifying it, is great and wonderful; 


becauſe the Words immediately following force us to un- 


: Patr, Apoſtol. p. 41. 2 1 Tim. iii. 16, ? Rom. xi. 34. 
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88 _ A DEFENCE ff ; 
derſtand a divine Immenſity : Thus, Aud the whole World 


is ſaſtained by him. Again, Every Creature of God is ſuſtain- 
e by him. Well then might our Author call this a Work 


truly divine. On the contrary our Adverſary muſt be ve- 


ry abſurd, to teach that the mere Man Chriſt, even whilſt 
in the Fleſh, ſupported all things by the Word of his 


Power. So ſar is this from the Scripture Doctrine that 


it tells us, Chriſt, as Man, was ſubject to Infirmities in 
the Fleſh, at the time of his Paſſion was comforted by a 


created Angel, and crucified thro!''Weakneſs. ' © 


2. The Place of Hermas, where the Son of God is faid 
to be put in a ſervile State, and that other, where our 


learned Author proves, that by Holy Spirit muſt be meant 


the Son, who is God, i. e. a Spirit and Holy; theſe Paſ- 


ſages I ſhall not much contend about. Mellier indeed days 


that he, who is there called the Son, is nothing elſe but 
the Holy Spirit, i. e. the Afflatus or Power of God. To 


this I might anſwer, that that Perſon is called the Son of 


God (which Words are, in our Ad verſary's own Opinion, 


catachreſtically and improperly apply'd to the Holy Spirit) 
and it is alſo added, | hom he loved and had his Heir], 
and, that the Man Chriſt Feſus was made Coheir With him, 


things no way agreeing to the third Perſon, but perfectly 
ſuiting the ſecond, the Logos. Again, this Son is faid to 
be of Council to God; but in another Place the Paſtor 
ſays this of the Logos or Nord; the Context of which Paſ- 
ſage plainly ſhews that Jeſus Chriſt is meant, and Aellier 
as well as Zuicker own it. Moreover in the fame Place it is 
faid of the Spirit that ſpake to Hermas, that it was the Son 


of God. Our Adverſary confeſſes this alſo, but then this 


Spirit, muſt only be a mere Man, and St. Paul is to prove 
it, He was made a living Spirit. Omitting theſe and many 


other Arguments for our Author's Opinion; 


z. Omitting this whole Matter, nay, granting that the 
Son, in the Place before us called Holy Spirit, is not the 


Logos or ſecond Perſon in the Trinity; from other Words 


in the ſame Place,” this may be proved. For the Paſtor ſays 


en eee 0; 4. * 3 Cor. „ 


of 


— 
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J I of that Holy Spirit, that it was infuſed firſt in the Body 
| q of Chriſt, in which God dwelt, Now this Infuſion of 
the Holy Spirit is expreſsly diſtinguiſhed from the Inhabi- 
tation of God. This Infuſion is made preparatory to that 
Inhabitation. Hence I conclude that * Holy Spirit or 
Virtue of the Higheſt did not alone ſanctify the Body of 
Chriſt, but that another Perſon, called by the Paſfor God, 
the Son of God, dwelt in it, as our Adverfaries muft be 
forced to confeſs : For they as well as we deny, that God 
1 the Father is perſonally united to the humane Nature of 
3 the Son; and they can't ſay that he was only in Chriſt by 
3 the Spirit of the Divinity, without oppoſing Hermas, who 
makes that diſtin& from the Inhabitation of God, There 
a is ſomething more in Aellier's prolix Diſputation worthy 
E Animadverſion, namely, axial the Perſonality of the 
f ; Holy Ghoſt ; but in this Work that would be a Di- 
greſſion. | : | 


* * 1 13 bead nd * 


Authorities of Ignatius, beſides thoſe of our Author 
added by Dr. Gral. In the Epiſtle to the Epheſ. Our 
God Jeſus Chriſt was conceived of Mary according to 
the Diſpenſation of God. Theſe Words are alledged by 
Thedgdoret, verbatim, in his firſt Dialogue. Thus again in 
me the ſame Epiſtle : God being 3 in an humane 
3 Manner, G. And again ſeſus Chriſt according to the 

Fleſh of the Seed of David, the Son of Man, and the 

Son of God. In the Inſcription to the Epiſtle to the Ro- 
| f mans, Jeſus Chriſt is twice called, Our God. (Tom. 1. 
5 Spicileg. Patrum. Sect. 2. p. 13.) And in the Epiſtle it 


1 2 W e 3 


ſelf, (p. 14.) are theſe Words, though not taken Notice of 
by the Old Interpreter, or the Interpolator. For our God 
Jeſus Chriſt, who is in the Father, gc. Laſtly, in the 
End of the Epiſtle to Polycarp, [ wiſh you always well in 
Jeſus Chriſt our God. Compare the Annotations upon the 
following Chapter concerning Clement of Rome, Sect. 2. 


CHAP. 
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Clemens Romanus and Polycarp are by the 


way defended againſt the Calumnies of the 
Author of the Irenicum and Sandius. 


FF "HERE are two Fathers more of the Apoſtolical 
Age, Clemens Romanus and Polycarp. I have not 
mentioned either of them among the Apoſtolic 
Witneſſes of Catholic Tradition; both becauſe there is 
but little of theirs that is genuine remaining, and, becauſe 
being engaged upon other Subjects, they have not ſpoke fo 
clear and full to this Point. However, ſince the Author 
of the Irenicum, a Socinian, and Saudius, an Arian, have 
hence taken an Opportunity to force them into the Defence 
of their Cauſe, I think it proper briefly to obviate their 
Sophiſms. : | 
22. Both Saudius and the Author of the Irenicum have ob- 
ſerved from Petavius, that Clement ſtands ſuſpected by Pho- 
tius of Hereſy againſt the Divine Nature of Chriſt. Now 


7 


Photius ſpeaking of Clement, after cenſuring him for ſome 


other Matter, blames him for this, That after he has cal- 
led our Lord Jeſus Chriſt High- Prieſt and Prefident, he 
does not ſpeak more honourably and ſublimely of him. 
Nevertheleſs he no where manifeſtly blaſphemes him in theſe 
Points. Let this rigid Critic of the Antients bear the In- 
famy of his own Raſhneſs; nor let any Man blame me in 
my Freedom with a modern Patriarch of Conſtantinople, for 
bringing an Apoſtolical Roman Patriarch under the Suſpi- 
cion of + Hereſy, without Reaſon or Reverence. I have 


Cod. 126. p. 306. + Whether Dr. Whitby lays the Hereſy 
upon St. Paul or Clement I can't tell; but he makes them differ widely, 
and ſeems to aſſert St. Clement on his Side; becauſe otherwiſe he would 
have wrote as St. Paul did. The Dr. ſure muſt have a great Venera- 


tion for a Father, or a ſmall one for an Apoſtle, or none for Religion. 
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always thought them very ridiculous who will forthwith 
ſuſpect an Author of ſome Hereſy or other, becauſe they 
don't find every Chriſtian, Doctrine either touch'd or clear= 
ly explain d in ſome little Epiſtle or Tract (the only one 
extant, and perhaps genuine) wrote by him; when neither 
the Subject requir'd it, nor was it the Author's Intention. 
But it is ſufficient that by Photius his own Confeſſion, Cle- 
ment no where blaſphemes the Lord Chriſt in this Epiſtle. 
z. But diſmiſſing Photius, I come to the Author of 
the Jrenicum. He thus argues, from Clement's firſt Epi- 
ſtle, againſt the Catholic Tradition. “ Ir is certain Cle- 
« ment, if you ſearch him through, always ſo ſpeaks as 
ce to leave the Father the Prerogative, calling him God 
« Almighty, the one God, the Maker of all things, &c. 
ce but only ſo deſcribes Chriſt, as we have before faid of 
« Hermas, that you can ſcarce perceive he owns any thing 
cc in him but the humane Nature. What is here ſaid of 
Clement, as inſiſting upon the Father's Prerogative, is of 
very little Weight with me. St. Paul (of whom I un- 
doubtedly think, that he believ d and taught our Lord's true 
Divinity) has done the ſame; all the Fathers alſo, thoſe 
at, and after the NVicene Council. This I will clearly ex- 
plain hereafter. As for what our anonymous Writer ſays 
of Clement and Hermas, I anſwer, for Hermas, I have be- 
fore prov'd it notoriouſly falſe ; for Clement, the Heretic 
has cautiouſly us'd the word [ ſcarce]. It would have 
been too impudent to aſſert it abſolutely. There are ſe- 
veral Paſſages to the contrary in that Epiſtle. Thus a- 
mong the great Gifts beſtow'd upon Abraham's Family 
for his Faith, it is reckon'd *, that from him Chriſt came, 
concerning the Fleſh. In that reſtriction [concerning the 
Fleſh] another Nature beſides the humane is ſuggeſted. 
Again, it is very improbable Clement ſhould only believe 
him a mere Man, whom he ſets out in ſuch magnificent 
Titles. Thus he calls him the Effulgence of the Di- 
pine Greatneſs ; and prefers him before the Angels, becauſe 
they are the Miniſters of the God of all Creatures, but 


4 P. 23, 24. 2 A. P. p. 164. F. 32, p. 167. F. 36. 
bez 
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he, not a Servant, but a Son. Thus the Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews ; betwixt which, and this of Clement there is 
ſuch a Conformity of Matter and Style, that the learned 
anius (as before him Ferome and other Antients) has 
ſuſpected both of them to be wrote by the ſame Hand. 
Now it is plain that in. the Words, the Brightneſs of the 
Father's Glory, Heb. 1. 3. 1s intended, that Divine Nature 
and Majeſty of the Son, which was with the Father be- 
fore Ages, and which now ſuſtains and governs all things 
by his migh:y Power. | 
In another Place of the fame Epiſtle Clement calls our 
* Saviour, the Sceptre of the Divine Greatneſs. Which 
Place conſider'd with the Scope, and Context, will ſuf- 
ficiently ſhew, what the Apoſtolical Man thought of 
Chriſt. There from the wonderful Example of Chriſt 
he exhorts the Corinthians to Humility and Modeſty : The 
Sceptre of the Divine Greatneſs our Lord Jeſus Chriſt came 
not in Oftentation and Pride, though he might, but humble, 
&c. I affure my ſelf Clement here intended to exprefs 
the Divine pre- exiſtent Nature and Majeſty of our Lord 
and no Man can doubt it, who obſerved that Clement calls 
him the Sceptre, &c. before his coming into this World. 
For unleſs he was fo, where is the Condeſcenſion celebra- 
ted fo greatly by Clement? Moreover he propoſes this Ex- 
ample of Condeſcenſion as infinite, what we may and ought 
ro imitate, but never can equal. So Matt. v. 48. 1 Pet. 
i. 15, 16. For thus, after the Teſtimonies of Iſaiah and 
David, propheſying of Chriſt's Humility, he proceeds, 
2 Behold, Beloved, who is our Example. If the Lord ſo 
humble himſelf, what ſhall be do, who are. under the Toke 
of his Grace! Where is the infinite Diſparity, if Chriſt 
is only a mere Man? Parallel to this is that Place of St. 
Pau to the Philippians. What is there [2ho being in the 
Form of God | 1s here ny Sceptre of the Divine Maje- 
5]; what is there | he thought it not Robbery to be 
equal with God | is here | he came not in Oſtentation and Pride, 
— he might. As. St. Paul commends his infinite Con- 


P. 154: 8. 16. N VF» 
| deſcenfion 
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delcenſion from this, that though he was in the Form of 
God, he made no ſhew of his Equality of Honour, for 
that is the meaning of [he thought it not Robbery, &c. 
So Clement teaches that Chriſt, though really the Sceptre 
| of the Divine Greatneſs, veiled his Majeſty, when he came 
down to Men. So the Words, | though he might, or coxld|. 
Laſtly, St. Paul's [he emptied himſelf | anſwers to Clement's 
[he hambled himfelf |. If you deſire a clearer Interpretati- 
on of this Matter, ſee my Citation of F#ſti» hereafter *. 

5. There is another imperfect Epiſtle under Clement's 
Name, by Euſebius ſaid to be, not ſo famous as the firſt. 
The firſt is indeed far Superior to it, in the Copiouſneſs of 
Matter, and the Vigour of Style, and therefore by the Drs. 
of the Church more valu'd and cited. Hence Jerome and 
Kufſinus, no good Interpreters of Exſebius + in this Place, 
have told us this ſecond was ſpurious and rejected. But 
I'll rather believe the Author than his Interpreters. The 
greater Reputation and the publick Uſe of the firſt made 
this to be queſtioned, and neglected, as I doubt not it 
affected the other Epiſtles of this Holy Man, which in 
Conſequence were entirely loſt. But certainly this ſe- 
cond Epiſtle was publiſh'd under Clements Name before 
Euſebius s Days *. ; it was wrote to the Corinthians; it 
blames the fame Error about the Reſurrection of the Bo- 
dy, as the former; it is every where expreſſed in Cle- 
ment's Manner; it has nothing novel, or unworthy: Cle- 
mem to make it ſuſpected; and you may add, if you pleaſe, 
that both are equally receiv'd in the“ Apoſtolical Canons, by 
Epiphanins, &c. In' the beginning of this 5 Epiſtle we read 
thus: Brethren e ought ſo to think, of Chriſt as of God. 
And a little after, We ought not to think meanly of our Sa- 
viour, for if we think: meanly of him, 2we hope to receive lie- 
tle. This is intended againſt the Hereſy of Cerinthus not 
unknown to Clement and the Corinthians. In the farſt 
Place it is to be obſerv'd that Clement here teaches, we 


„ of this F. 2 Eccl. Hiſt. Lib. 3. Ch. 38. p. 88. 
+ Euſebius only ſays that he did not find it usd by the Antients, 
» P. A. p. 449. Can. 76, 1 Can. Ult, 5 p. 184. Ibidem. 


are 
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are not only to call Chriſt, God, (which neither the So- 
Cinians, nor Arians refuſe) but really to think of him as 
God, diſtinct from a Creature, and that thoſe who do not 
ſo, run the hazard of their Salvation. There is alſo a 
remarkable Place of this ſame Epiſtle, concerning the two 
Natures of Chriſt, the Divine, and the Humane. It is 
in-the ninth Chapter *, where the Author treating of the 
Reſurrection of the Fleſh, ſays. “ The Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
te who ſav d us, and who was firſt a Spirit, was made Fleſh, 
<« and ſo called us; thus we alſo ſhall receive the Reward 
„ in the ſame Fleſh.” Here he calls the Divine Nature 
of Chriſt, in which he ſubſiſted before he took upon 
him Fleſh, Spirit, according as I have ſhewn his Con- 
temporaries to have done, the Author of the Epiſtle-cal- 
led Barnabas's, Hermas, Ignatius, and the inſpired Writers 
of the new Teſtament themſelves. To theſe by Way of 
Appendix you may add Baji's Citation 4 Clements 
remarkable Teſtimony of the moſt Holy Trinity : But 
« Clement, who is antienter, ſays, God liveth, and the 
Lord Feſus Chriſt and the Holy Spirit; where no doubt 
t Clement uſes the word | Liveth] in the ſame Senſe, in 
&« which the Scriptures ſay, the living God, diſtinguiſhing 
« him from the dead fictitious Deities of the Heathens. 
« He ſays then, that God the Father, and Jeſus Chriſt 
<« (the Spirit that ſubſiſted before the Incarnation) and 
ce the Holy Ghoſt, are, that living and true God, whom 
& all Men ſhould worſhip, and adore, rejecting Idols.” 
I know theſe Words are neither in the firſt Epiſtle, or 
the Fragment we have of the ſecond : Whether they may 
be in that Fragment of the ſecond which we have not, 
I don't know. But the Credit of the great and good 
Man Bafil may extort our Conſent, that thus that very 
antient Author wrote. | 
6. I proceed to Sandius , who accuſes Clement of Ari- 
aniſin from the Books of the Conſtitutions. Surely he has 
made Shipwrack of all Modeſty, as well as Faith and 
a good Conſcience. The more learned Critics, Popiſh 


P. A. p. 187. 2 Tom. 2. p. 358. . 3 Enucl. Hiſt, Eccl, L. 1. p. ju 
| | | all 
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and Reformed deny theſe to belong to Clement. The 
thing it ſelf ſpeaks it. That a Man ſhould pretend to 
give us the Marrow of Hiſtory, and put off ſuch Stuff 
to his Reader! After all, the Places by him alledg'd come 
not up to the Purpoſe: The Author might have an Eye 
in them to the Prerogative of the Father, as the Foun- 
tain of the Deity, or he might, in oppoſition to that He- 
reſy Sabellius embrac'd, intend to diſtinguiſh the Son 
from the Father; as will eaſily appear if you conſult the 
Places. I pretend not to defend what Sandius objects 
to this Author, namely, his Aſſertion, That the Sun e 
made of nothing, and that there was a T ime when he -was 
not: But then I remember not any ſuch Place; I think 
there is not any ſuch, and am ſure he teaches the direct 
contrary, Book 7. Ch. 41. the very Chapter Sændius rec- 
kons amongſt thoſe, in which Clement Arianizes. There 
he eee the Profeſſion of Faith to be made by a Per- 
ſon, to be baptiz d, and thus ſpeaks of God the Father, 
believe and am baptix d into one unbegotten, only, true God, 
Almighty, Father of Chriſt, Creator, and Maker of all Things. 
Here you ſee God the Father is not ſtrictly call'd Crea- 
tor and Maker, but diſtinctly Creator and Maker of all 
Creatures. A little after he thus paraphraſes the Article 
concerning the Son, and into our Lord Feſus Chrift, his 
only begotten Son, — begotten not made — by whom all Things 
were made. What ridiculous Salvo ſhall we have to re- 
concile this with the Arian Doctrine? * Again he ſays, 
This is the Apoſtolical Faith, that there is one God, the Fa- 
ther of one Son, no more, and of one Comforter by the Son; 
the Maker of all other Orders of Being, one Creator, the 
Laker of divers Creatures by. Chriſt, Here he expunges 
the Holy Ghoſt out of the Rank of Creatures. To theſe 
add the Forms of Doxologies by him, cited our of the 
Church Liturgies with whom | Chriſt | Glory, Honour, Praiſe, 
Doxology, and T hankgsgiving be to thee, aud the Holy Ghoſt 
for ever, Amen. Thus B. 8. Ch. 39. Again, Ch. 15. 
of the ſame Book, near the end, the ſame Doxology is 
P. A. p. 380. p. 340. Ch, 11: p. 417. Ch. 39. 38, Cc. 
pp | thus 
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thus expreſs'd: To Thee be Glory, Praiſe, cence; © | 
| 3 Adoration; and to t 2 Dr 4 1 ae 

Lord, and God, and King; to the Holy Ghoſt, now and 


* 


always, and for Ages of Apes, Amen. See other Places. 


Now in this Glorification, the fame Honour, Glory, &c. 


is jointly and manifeſtly given to Father, Son, and Ho- 
ly Ghoſt. Very well obſerv'd of the Pueumatomachi in St. 
Baſil * : We ſay that the Connumeration belongs to Equals, the 
Subnumeration to Inferiors, Hence the Arians never wil- 
lingly us'd this Form of Doxology, but chang'd . [with 
whom] into [by whom] or [in 1, thar they might 


denote an Inferiority in Nature, and conſequently another 
Nature of the Son. Some alfo of the Catholics before the 
Nicene Council (as likewiſe the Author of the Conſtitu- 


tions) us d [| by whom | ; and fore | by whom and with 
whom |, meaning that the Glory of the Father was mani- 


feſted by the Son, and that the Glory of the Son did 


redound to the Father, as Fountain of the Deity, and yet 


that the Son ought to be ador'd with the Father, as of 
the ſame Nature and Majeſty. To ſpeak more clearly, 
990 the Father by 


the old Catholics, while they Non 
the Son, had a Mind to ſignify the Son's Subordi- 


nation, as Son, and the Father's Eminence, as Father; 


when they ador'd the Son with the Father, they intend- 
ed to denote his Conſubſtantiality, his Subſiſtence with 
him in the fame Eſſence. Moreover * Eccleſiaſtical Hi- 
fory witneſferh that the - Arians were quite out of Hu- 
mour with the [ith how] and that they chang'd that 


receiv'd Form in the public Liturgies into {by how] 


wherever they prevail'd : Nay. * Philoſtorgins himſelf, the 
Arian Hiſtoriographer, writes that Flavianus Antiochenus, 
an Aſſerter of the NVicene Faith, having got together a 
great many Monks, firſt ſhouted, Glory to Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit ; whereas before, ſome (which was more 
frequent) faid Glory to the Father, by the Son, in the Holy 


p. 406. Ch. 15, 16. 18. 20, 21, 22. 29. 39. 41. De Spi- 


ritu Sancto, c. 17. Socrates Lib. 2. Cap. 21. Soſomen Lib. 8. 
Cap. S. Theodoret. in Cap. 1. Ep. 1. ad Corinthios, and Valeſius upon 


both. + Philoſt, p. 486. Book 3. Ch, 13. . 
g . Sirit; 
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Spirit; and others, Glory to the Father, in the Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt. Where it is entirely falſe that Flavianus introduced 
the Form of Doxology | with whom, &c|]. For the ſame 
was in Being and public Uſe before Flaviauus, and there- 
fore before the NVicene Creed, as is plain from the Con- 


ſtitutions; and I ſhall ſhew hereafter, that the ſame alſo 
was us'd by ſome of the Arte-Nicene Fathers, parti- 


cularly Clemens Alexanadrinus (who has paraphras'd it in 


ſuch Terms as no Arian can digeſt). Laſtly, it was al- 
ſo approv'd and us'd by the Apoſtolical Writers themſelves, 
as I ſhall ſhew by and by from Pohcarp. In the mean 
Time you may hence learn, how greatly the Arians diſ- 
lik'd this Form. I now return to Sandius, who endea- 
vours to ſhew Clement was an Arian from the Recogni- 
tions, a Book no ſober Man will ever ſeriouſly affirm to be 
his, a Book by all learned Men exploded and rejected. 
7. I proceed to Polycarp. Sandins has only this Stri- 
cture upon him, That in his Epiſtle to the Philippians he 
often diſtinguiſhes Chriſt from God ; but the Author of 
the Irenicum + urges it at large, and brings him in an Ad- 
vocate for the Sociniaus, thus diſcourſing, We have no- 
« thing of this Polhcarp s, except an Epiſtle to the Philip- 
cc pians, and a few Fragments preſerved by Euſebius. In 
ce this Epiſtle we have nothing to ſhew that Chriſt is God; 
« nay, Chriſt is not only always diſtinguiſht from the Al- 
ce mighty God (who is alſo called the God of our Lord 
5 left Chriſt) but he is perpetually (as above in St. Cle- 
cc zent's Epiſtle) brought in as a Man only, who came in 
ce the Fleſh, was made Miniſter of all, was raiſed and ex- 
<« alted by God, who was our Lord and High Prieſt, in 
c whom therefore we all ought to believe. Firſt then 
for the Epiſtle, ſuppoſe there were nothing in it that ar- 
gues the Divinity of our Lord; would it follow that there- 
ore he did not own it? Is it neceſſary that every one, who 


believes Chriſt to be God, ſhould profeſs it as often as he 


1 Enucl. Hiſt. Lib. 1. p. 75. 
moſt every where elſe the Learned Dr. Whitby makes his Adverſaries 
Sabellians wit hot any Proof of it, b:fore he can charge thim with any 
Abſurdity, | | 
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writes a Letter? How many long Epiſtles of Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Writers who believed the Divinity of the Son, may 
you read, in which there is not a Syllable to that purpoſe ? 
We havea pretty long Epiſtle of St. Cyprian's to Antonianus, 
in which he does not ſay any Thing expreſſly of Chriſt as 
God, nay, diſtinguiſhes him from God. Now ſuppoſe 
we had loſt all his other Epiſtles, would it not be a great 
Injury co the Holy Martyr, if any Man ſhould from this 
furviving Epiſtle gather, that he denied the Divinity of 

the Son? It would without doubt; for we aſſuredly know 
from his other Writings that he owned it. Trenæus * teſti- 
fies, that Pohcarp wrote other Epiſtles to the neighbouring 


Churches and certain Brethren, in which the Purity of his 


Doctrine is ſeen. What if in them he has declared his Be- 
lief of the Divinity of Chriſt? Now Jerome reckons 
Polycarp amongſt the antient Apoſtolical Authors, who 
confuted the Hereſy againſt the Divinity of our Lord, firſt 
defended by the Fewiſh Chriſtian Ebion, and the Gentile 
Chriſtian 7 heodotus Byxantinus. His Words againſt Hel- 
didius are theſe : © Could I not raiſe againſt thee a whole 
* Succeſſion of antient Writers, Ignatius, Polycarp, Irena- 
« ws, Fuſtin Martyr, and many other Apoſtolical and Elo- 


* quent Men, who wrote Volumes, fraught with Wiſ- 
« dom, againſt Ebion and Theodotus Byzantinus 3, Men of 


ce the fame Opinion; Volumes, which if you would 
ce ſometimes read, you would be wiſer * ”” And it is ve- 
ry likely, that thoſe five fine Fragments, which are cited 
by Victor Biſhop of Capra One Thouſand One Hundred 
Years ago, and publiſh'd by Fenardentius, at the end of his 


Notes upon Jrenens, from a very old Manuſcript, were 


taken from ſome other loſt Epiſtles of Pohcarp. In the 


third 4 of theſe Fragments are theſe Words of . 
FJohn being placed at Epheſus, where being Genriles, they 


1 Euſeb. Eccl. Hiſt. Lib. 5. Ch. 20. p. 152, 153. Adv. Hel- 
vidium, cap. 9. [And Valentinus;] which Words Mar ianus Victor 
obſerves are not in moſi of the Manuſcripts. The Thing it ſelf indeed 
diſcovers them to be the Interpolation of ſome Novice : For it 1s plain, 
the Hereſy of Ebion and Theodotus was widely different from Valenti- 
nuss Opinion concerning Chrif. 5+ ljenxus, p. 241. 


« knew 
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et Knew nothing of the Law, begun his Goſpel with the 
e Cauſe of our Redemption, which Cauſe is from hence 
*« manifeſt; that God would have his Son incarnate for 
&& our Salvation. But Zeke begins his from the Prieſthood 
« of Zachariah, that by the Miracle of his Son's Nativity, 
&« and the Office of ſo great a Preacher, he might declare 
ec the Divinity of Chriſt to the Gentiles. Here the Ho- 
ly Man profeſſes and acknowledges that Son of God, who 
was ſuch before he was made Man, and afterwards was 
made Man, when and how God the Father would ; he 
expreſſly teaches that ohn intended, in the beginning of 
his Goſpel, this very Son of God; nay, he affirms more- 
over, that Lale deſigned in the beginning of his Golpel to 
declare the Divinity of Chriſt to the Gentiles, from the 
miraculous Nativity of his Fore-runner, and his Teſtimony 
concerning him. | 

8. But, Secondly, In Polycarp's Epiſtle there are ſome 
plain Hints of the Divinity of our Lord. The very Words 
the Author of the renicum has an Eve to, are of this 
kind. We only have the Latin Verſion, the Greek is loft. 
Now God even the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and he 


himſelf, the everlaſting High Prieſt, the Son of God, Teſs - 


Chriſt, build you up in Faith and Truth, in all Mildneſi, with= 


out Anger, in Patience, Longanimity, Conſtancy and Chaſtity, 


and grant you a Part and Lot amongſt his Saints, &c. * In 
| theſe Words Polycarp invokes Chriſt the Son of God, to- 
gether with God, as the giver of Grace in this Life, and 
Glory in that which is to come. Now the Holy Scrip- 
ture, right Reaſon, and the unanimous Opinion of the an- 
tient Catholic Doctors teach (whatſoever the Arians and 
| Socinians may ſay to the contrary) that this Invocation be- 
longs to God alone, not to any Creature. Polycarp is very. 
clear ſpeaking of Chriſt, as Inſpector and Judge of ail 
Things: 3 We are all in the Preſence of our Lord and God, 
we muſt all ſtand before the Tribunal of Chriſt, and every one 


give an Account of himſelf. Let us therefore ſo ſerve him with 
Fear and all Reverence, as he hath commanded, and his Apo- 


Tp. 23. p. 189. P, A. Vol. 2. Sect. 13, *p. 186. Se, 6. 
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3 Ales and Prophets, who foretold the coming of our Lord, have | 


taugli us. In this place Polycarp either treats of Chriſt on- 
ly (and he ſeems indeed to ſpeak of one Perſon only) cal- 
ling him Lord and God ; or at leaſt he joins the Son with 
his Father, as. equally Inſpector and Judge of all Things, 
and exhorts the Faithful by this Argument to ſerve the 


Lord Jeſus with Fear and Reverence. The parallel Place 


of St. Ignatius afore-cited, Nothing is hid from the Lord, 
c. confirms this Senſe of the place. | 
9. We come now to the 8. of Polycarp mention- 


ed by Exſebins *. Among which the Doxology of the good | 


Martyr's Prayer, before his Suffering, is chiefly remarka- 
ble. + For which Canſe I praiſe thee for all Things, and glori- 

thee by the eternal High Prieſt Feſus Chriſt, thy beloved 
Son, for whom Glory be to thee, with him in the Holy Ghoſt 
20 and for ever, Amen. You ſee here God the Father is 


not only glorified by the Son, but with him, one and the 


fame Glory being given to both in the Holy Spirit; which 
manner of Doxology I have ſhewn to be oppoſite to their 
Hereſy, who deny the Divinity of the Son. Petavius had 
made ule of this place to the ſame purpoſe. What fays the 
Author of the Jrenicum to him * ? He fays it is more a- 
gainſt Petavins than for him. He | Pohcarp] in this 
« Prayer, aſcribed to him, plainly calls the Father of Jeſus 
« Chriſt the true God and Maker of all Things, and in- 


* vokes him through his Son, whom he only calls High 


« Prieſt. What can ſuch manner of Speech declare, but 
that Polycarp in his Epiſtle alſo only eſteemed and acknow- 
ledged the Father as ſupreme God In theſe Words it is 
obſervable in the firſt place, that the Author would frau- 
dulently infinuate, that this Epiſtle is not genuine, but 
only aſcribed to Polycarp. Surely no Fragment of Primi- 


tive Antiquity preſerved by Euſcbius is worthy greater 


Credit than this laſt Prayer of the dying Pohcarp. It is 


Euſeb. Eccl. Hiſtor. p. 108. Lib. 4. Cap. 15, In this Citation 
Dr. Whitby has done what ho pleaſed, but eſpecially left out the Words 
Evv ard, or with him, upon which the Biſhop chiefly inſiſts ; no doubs 
with a Deſign to countenance the pretty Obſervaticns he has made upon 
Doxologies, p. 23. p. 29. | 

taken 
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taken from the Epiſtle of the Smyrneans (Eye - witneſſes of 
Polycarp's Suffering) to the Philomelians, who deſired an 
exact Account of every Thing that happened in that Ho- 
ly Perſon's Martyrdom. No Learned Man ever did, ever 
could, reaſonably doubt of this Epiſtle : For as much as it 
was found among the public Acts of the Martyrs before 
Euſebius, and breaths the Genius, that is, the Purity of 
Doctrine, the Piety and Simplicity of the firſt Chriſtians. 
This was the Opinion of the great Jaſeph Scaliger con- 
cerning the Acts of Polycarp and the French Martyrs. Tm 
fo Afected (ſays he) with reading the Acts of theſe pions Men, 
that I'm never ſatiated with it. This muſt be the Senti- 
« ment of every Man according to his Capacity and Con- 
& ſcience. Surely I never ſaw any Thing in Church 
« Hiſtory that moved me more; I'm ſcarce my ſelf when 
6 I come from it.” 1 
10. Whatever the Author of the Irenicum may pretend, 
this illuſtrious Teſtimony of Pohcarps Faith gave him 
great Uneaſineſs. He ſays this Prayer (but with what Face 
I know not) is more againſt Petavins, who from it aſſerts 
the Trinity, than for him. He fays that Polycarp herein 
manifeſtly calls the Father of Jeſus Chriſt the true God, 
and Maker of all Things, and invokes him through the 
Son, whom he only ſtiles Prieſt ; and laſtly, he fo ſpeaks, 
as though he only owned the Father as ſupreme God. 
This the Heretic repeats over and over, enough to nauſe- 
ate a Man. We freely confeſs that the Father only is in 
ſome reſpect ſupreme God; as he is (according to Atha- 
naſius) the Fountain of the Deity ; alone God of himſelf, 
from whom the Son and Holy Spirit receive their Divini- 
ty; and that for this Reaſon the Title of true God is pro- 
perly attributed to him very often, both in the Holy Scrip- 
tures and the Antients, eſpecially when mention is made 
of the three Perſons at the fame time. This notwithſtand- 
ing we conſtantly aſſert, that the Son is Light of Light, God 
of God, and conſequently very God of very God. Thus the 
MNicene Fathers ſpoke, and with a Parity of Reaſon our 
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nameleſs Author might have oppoſed their Creed to the 
Divinity of the Son. and the Holy Trinity. For their 
Creed begins thus: We believe in One God, the Father Al- 
mighty, ¶Maber of all Things viſible and inviſible. But the 
beginning of this Prayer, which our Author thinks ſo 
much on his ſide, is worthy the Reader's Notice. Fas 
ther of thy beloved and bleſſed Son Feſus Chriſt, by whom we 
have received the Knowledge of thee, God of A. of Poꝛv- 
ers, and of every Creature, He mult be blind that can't 
ſee that this is directly oppoſite to Arianiſm and Socinianiſm. 
For here Poljcarp teaches, that God is the Father of his 


bleſſed Son, but the Maker of every Thing elſe, he ſepa- 


rates and diſtinguiſhes the bleſſed Son from Angels, &c. 
he excepts him out of the Liſt of Creatures, and repre- 
ſents God as in a different Relation to his Son and his 
Creatures. Add moreover, that the Epithet Bleſſed given 
by Polycarp to the Sen of God, was by the antient Fews 
aq uſed in the Celebration of God's Name. The 
Form is well known to the Learned. And theſe Perſons 
the Writers of the New Teſtament imitated, as often as they 
had a Mind to ſpeak more ſolemnly of the Divine Perſons, 


or more plainly celebrate the ſupreme Majeſty and Glory . 


It is falſe therefore, which this anonymous Author aſſerts, 
that Pohcarp in this place only calls Chriſt an High Prieſt, 
and conſequently his Obſervation upon it is vain, where he 
ſays, that the Title of High Prieſt denotes him to have 
been a Man. Granting that, where is the Conſequence ? 
That Chriſt is Man? This we alſo firmly believe. So 
then the Title of High Prieſt denotes the Son of Man, but 
then ſurely the Title of the Beloved and bleſſed Son of God 
ſignifies ſomething more than Man; eſpecially where ſuch 
a Deſcription is given of this beloved and bleſſed Son of 
God, as places him without and above the Rank of Crea- 
tures. | | 
11. What the Heretic? objects further againſt Petavins 
is very pleafant, Petavius, ſorſooth, has not given us Po- 

See the a bre cited place of Euſebius. Compare Mark xiv. 61. 


Luke i. 68. Rom. i. 25,—ix. 5. 2 Cor. xi. 31. Eph. i. 3. 1 Pet. i. 3. 
. 16 Gen. IX. 16. —. iv. 20.—Xxiv. * i 2 p. 30. 4 
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Hcarp's Prayer, as we have it in Scultetut. A heinous 
Crime 1 A great Miſtake, that he ſhould cite it from the 
very Epiſtle of the Snurnæans in Euſebius! And not rather 
take Scultetuss Authority, who pretends not to repeat the 
Words, but give the Senſe of Pohcarp / A Man may well 
conjecture from this, and many other Signs of it, that 
our Author did not induſtriouſſy fetch many of his Teſti- 
monies of the Antients from the Originals, but lazi- 
ly tranſcribed them from Scultetus, Petauius, and others. 
Egregious Folly ! That ſuch a Mortal ſhould undertake to 
ſhew the Chriſtian World the true Monuments of Chri- 
ſtian Antiquity, and the Faith of the firſt Chriſtians, more 
clearly than they had ever ſeen it before: A Thing he wiſe- 
ly boaſts to have done in the ſplendid Title ro his Recon- 
ciler Part the third. 

I2, But to come to the Point, at laſt, what do we 
gather from this Doxology for the Divinity of the Son, 
and a conſubſtantial Trinity? We aſſert that the joining 
the three in the ſame Form and Communion of Glo- 
ry, denotes the Unity of Nature and Divinity, and upon 
that Account, an Equality of Perſons. 4thanaſms * ſpeaks 
very right concerning the Form of Baptiſm. What Come 
munion hath the Creature with the Creator? Why is the Thing 
made number dd with him that made it? So, and that excel» 
lently, ſays, Greg. Naxian. The Trinity is truly a 
& Trinity, my Brethren. The Trinity is not an Enu- 
c“ meration of Things unequal (for then why not rather 
& a Decad, a Century, or a Myriad compar'd with ſo 
* many? For there are many Numbers, and greater than 
ce theſe) but it is a Comprehenſion of Things equal, and 
„ alike honourable.” And indeed, if the Son and Holy 
Spirit were join'd to the Father in the Chriſtian Doxo- 
logies, not as conſubſtantial with him, but as very excel- 
lent Creatures, why are not other excellent Creatures rang'd 
with them in the ſame Doxologies * Why do we not ſay, 
Glory be to the Father, and the Son, &c. To Michael, and 
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the other Arch. Angels, and Angel? Why do we not res 
ceive the Popiſh Form, Praiſe to God, and the Virgin the 
Mother of God? The Diſciples of the Apoſtles had not 
ſo learned Chriſt. C73 N 
13. Let us now conſider what the Author of the Irenicum 
has to ſay againſt theſe Things. Firſt then he cavils at 
Dohcarp's Form, becauſe he fays not [with the Holy Spirit, 
or zo the, &c.] but [in the Holy Spirit]. Nay, ſays he, 
the Phraſeology [# the Holy Spirit] never denotes a Com- 
prekenſion in one Communion of Glory. For we are 
taught to pray in the Spirit, without any Note of E- 
quality with the Father. What is this but Quibble and So- 
phiſtry? By the Phraſe ¶ in Spiritu] in this Place is not 
ned the Holy Spirit, but our Spirit aſſiſted by the Grace 
of the Holy Spirit, ſo that, to pray with the Spirit is the 
- fame as, in this very Epiſtle, to pray with the Heart, . e. 
with the ſincere Affections of the Heart. Hence I ſhould 
ſuſpect our Author to be one of the Pneumatomachi, one who 
denies both the Divinity and Perſonality of the Holy 
Ghoſt. But whatſoever this Modern may think of the 
Holy Spirit, it is certain Pohcarp and the Catholics his Con- 
temporaries believed him to be a Perſon diſtin& from the 
Father and the Son, and Divine, i. e. Partaker of the fame 
Majeſty, Government, and Honour with the Father and 
the Son. Sce an unexceptionable Teſtimony to this Pur- 
poſe, namely, the Confeſſion of the Smyrneans in the Cloſe 
of this Epiſtle, who well knew the Senſe of Pohcarp and 
the Church of that Age: * « Brethren, we wiſh you well, 
ce walking in the Word of Jeſus Chriſt according to the 
« Goſpel; with whom Glory be to God the Father, and 
ce the Holy Spirit, for the Salvation of his Elect Saints.” 
Here Divine Honour and Glory is given to the Holy Spi- 
rit together with the Father and Son, nor is the Son more 
plainly diſtinguiſhed from the Father than the Holy Spi- 
rit is from both. Parallel to this is the Doxology of the 
Companions of Ignatius: “ Glorifying * our Lord Jeſus 


* Eph. vi. 18. 2 Valeſius's Notes upon Euſebius p. 65, 8 P. A, 
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te Chriſt in the venerable and holy Remembrance of him 
* ¶ Ignatius], by whom and with whom Glory and Power 
« betothe Father, with the Holy Spirit, in the holy Church 
ce for ever and ever. Amen. Where by the bye you may 
obſerve both the Forms [by whom | and 3 whom | uſed 
of the Son, as in Polycarp's Prayer: The Reaſon I have 
given before. Now the Antients ſeemed to me to have 
. uſed not only with the Spirit, and to the Spirit, but alſo 
ſometimes in the Spirit, in their Doxologies, to ſignify that 
the Holy Spirit, as it proceeds from the Father and the Son, 
or from the Father by the Son, is the Communion and 
Unity of them both, the Bond of the moſt Holy Tri- 


nity, as ſome of the Antients expreſs themſelves. This is 
more clear in that very antient Form, Glory be to the Fa- 


ther, and the Son, in the Unity of the Holy Spirit. Hence 
that antient Author Athenagoras * fays, the Father and 
Son are one in the Unity of the Spirit. Syngſus more 
than once elegantly expreſſes this Myſtery in his Hymns. 
Hymn z. he thus ſpeaks to the Holy Spirit, In thee both 
Natures terminate, the begetting, and the begotten, Hymn 
4, after he had celebrated the Praiſes of the Father and 
the Son, he thus proceeds, The middle Principle, the Ho- 
ly Spirit, Center of the Father, and the Son. 

14. To return to our Author he thus proceeds in his 
Cavil: © Beſides, the more antient Chriſtians praiſed 
6 the Son together with the Father and the Holy Spirit, 
yet did not (as is here ſhewn, and (hall be by and bye 
cc in Faſtin, &c.) determine or believe the Son, or Spirit 
ce equal to the Father; nay, preſumed not, to ſay the Ho- 
<« ly Spirit was God.” I anſwer : What the more anti- 
ent Fathers thought of the Equality of the Perſons of the 
Father and Son, I ſhall largely ſhew hereafter 3; where I 
will make it manifeſt that they did not determine any” other 
| Inequality than that, which is acknowledged by the Poſt+ 
Nicene Fathers, the preſent Catholics, and the very School- 
men. This is in the mean time certain, that the Fathers 
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of the three firſt Centuries univerſally taught, that the Son 
is of the ſame Nature with the Father, and therefore true 
God, and that they glorify'd him with the Father under 
no other Notion. This I have prov'd already from the 
Author of the Epiſtle ſaid to be Barnabas's, from Hermas, 
Jonatins, and Clemens Romanus; I am now ſhewing you 

lame from Pohcarp, and in the following Sections will 
particularly do it from Juſtin Martyr, and other Ante- 
Nicene Fathers. As for the Holy Spirit, I ſhall prove by 
the bye, that thoſe more antient Fathers own'd his Con- 
ſubſtantiality, and conſequently Divinity; that by ſome 
of them he is expreſſly call'd God. 

15. The Heretic, laſtly, proceeds to ſhew, how we 
are oblig d to worſhip Chriſt with Divine Worſhip, tho 
only mere Man. « Angels (fays he) and Men are ob- 
F lig'd to adore the Man Chriſt, and according to the 
t Divine Prophecy to worſhip and glorify him as God, 
& but yet as a Servant and Ambaſſador of God, as a 
& made God, or Lord.” To this I anſwer, that Chriſt 
15 propos'd to be ador'd in Scripture, not only as a Ser- 
vant, and Ambaſſador of God, who was afterwards made 
Lord; but as the Son of God, begotten of the Father 
before Ages, who by that Ambaſſy, he undertook out 
of his infinite Love ro Mankind, by a new Title, it we 
may fo ſpeak, merited of us Divine Honour, by this new 
and ſtupendous Benefit bound us to worſhip and obey him. 
Doubtleſs in this Place of the Epiſtle to the Philip. (which 
our nameleſs Author and his Herd call their own) the 
fame Perſon, who after Death is ſaid to be exalted very 
highly by God, is ſhewn to have ſubſiſted in che Form 
of God, and to have been equal with God, before he 
took upon him the Form of a Servant, i. e. (as St. + Paul 
interprets himſelf) before he was made Man. Whoever 
weighs the Context will quickly perceive that the eluſive 
Comments put upon the Text by the Ariaus and Socini- 
ans are very inſipid. So in the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, * he 


© Jeremy xxx. 9. Fzech. xxxiv. 23, 24.. Compare Philip. ii. 9» 
10, 11. Acts ii. 26. + So Dr. Clarke tells us alſo, Scr. Doctr. p. 
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| who fate at the Right-hand of his Majeſty on high, aften 
he had purg'd away our Sins by himſelf, 1s call'd the Son of 
God, by whom he made the World, and the Splendor of 
the Father's Glory, who ſuſtains all Things by his pow- 
erful Word. We deny not that the humane Nature of 
Chriſt is taken into Partnerſhip of the Glory and Ho- 
nour of that Divine Perſon the Son of God, This St. 
Paul plainly teaches, and the Author of the Epiſtle aſcri- 
bed to Barnabas, when he ſays Chriſt would that the Ve- 
hicle of his Spirit ſhould be glorify'd, as we have obſer» 
ved before. This alſo is Zermas's Senſe, when he ſays 
that the Servant, the Man Chriſt, for the good Work. he per- 
form'd was made Heir with the Son of God. This Paſſage 
of Hermas utterly deſtroys our Author's Comment. For 
there, that Divine Honour which Chriſt, as the Son of 
- God (fo Hermas interprets himſelf) exiſting before all 
Creatures, had before with the Father, 1s very plainly di- 
ftinguiſh'd from that Honour, which was given after 
Death as a reward to Chriſt, the Servant, i. e. the Man 
who was obedient to the Death of the Croſs. The hu» 
mane Nature of Chriſt exalted after Death was made Par- 
taker of the Divine Government and Honour, not of it 
ſelf, but by Reaſon of the Subſiſtence of the Word, by 
which it is ſuſtain'd, and to which it is united; fo that 
this Honour properly terminates upon the Perſon, not 
the Nature, and therefore it is manifeſt that, whilſt the 
Humanity of Chriſt is ador'd, the Creature is not fo ado- 
red, but that the Act of Worſhip does properly tend to 
the Creator, who has join'd to himſelf a created Nature 
in perſonal Union. The truly Great Athanaſius has ve- 
ry well explain'd this Matter. We adore not the Crea- 
« ture. God forbid : This is the Error of the Heathens 
« and Ariays: But we adore the Lord of the Creation, 
« the Word of God made Fleſh. Though Fleſh in it 
ce {elf be a part of the Creatures, it is made the Bod 
« of God. Now we neither worſhip the Body abſtra- 
<« Qing it from the Word, nor the Word abſtracting it 


Ep. ad Philadgphum, p. 912. Part 2, 1 Tom. 
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from the Fleſh ; but knowing that the Word was made 


c Fleſh, we acknowledge him that was made Fleſh, as 
& God.” Arid afterwards, * « Let them know that we 
« who worſhip our Lord in the Fleſh, do not worſhip 
'« a Creature, but the Creator, who has put on a created 
« Body.” Laſtly, he cloſes this Epiſtle with theſe ve- 
Ty remarkable Words. „The Faith of the Catholic 
„Church acknowledges the Word of God to be the 


& Creator and Maker of all Things, and we know that 


in the Beginning the Word was, and the Word was 
ce with God. We adore him, who was made Man for 
e our Salvation, not as though he was equal only to the 
& Body he took, but as a Lord taking upon him the 


cc Form of a Servant, as a Maker and Creator in a Crea- 


ec ture; that redeeming all things by himſelf, he might 
ce reduce the World to his Father, and reconcile all Things 
« in Heaven and Earth. Thus we acknowledge his Dei- 
ty deriv'd from the Father; and thus we adore his co- 
ec ming in the Fleſh, maugre the fond Admirers of A. 
c. ius. | „5 

16. J return to Pohcarp and the Smirnæaus. It is plain 
they glorify'd Chriſt with God the Father, not as a Ser- 
vant afterwards made a Lord, but as a belov'd Son, bleſ- 
fed, and only begotten of the Father, as will eaſily appear to 
any one who reads this Epiſtle. I have already ſhew'd, 
and will more fully prove hereafter from rhe Conſent of 


the antient Church, that by theſe Titles the Divine Na- 


ture, Glory, and Majeſty of the Son is fignify'd. The 

æans giving a Reaſon why they worſhip Chriſt cruci- 
Hd, but dont worſhip Martyrs, the Followers of his Paſſi- 
on, thus expreſs themſelves : We adore him being the Son 
of God | not mere Mam]. And afterwards (which is worthy 
the Papiſt's Notice) concerning Martyrs they add : We 
' greatly love the Martyrs as Diſciples and Imitators of our 
Lord, for their exceeding Benevolence to their &. ing and Ma- 
fter. Beſides, the ſame Smyrneans, as we have ſeen, give 
Divine Honour to the Holy Spirit with the Father. 


2p gif. P. 916,919, 2 Fuſeb. Eccl. Hiſt. p. tog. 
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How? As to a made Lord? Can the Author of the Ire 
nicum tell us, how rhe Holy Spirit of a Servant became 
Lord ? Or is it given as to a created Spirit more excellent 
than others? No; all own that Divine Worſhip is not 
due to any the moſt excellent Creatures. Moreover, the 
Holy Scriptures every where declare, that the Holy Spirit 
is in God, knows his Mind, and all his Secrets, and is 
every where. Nor have they delivered one Tittle, from 
which we can ſuſpect that he is only in the Order of Crea- 


tures. Upon this Account the greater and more ſagacious 
Part of the Pneumatomachi have thought it better, roundly 


to deny his Perſonality, and aſſert him to be only the Vir- 
tue and Power of God the Father, not diſtin& from him, 
than to affirm he is a Creature againſt ſo many clear Teſti- 
monies of Scripture. But this alſo is vain. For in Holy 
Scripture the Spirit is as plainly diſtinguiſht from God the 
Father, as the Son (it would be eaſy to _ it, if this was 
a proper place) and the Catholic Church has always belie- 
ved and taught this Diſtinction. If this is true, as it cer- 
tainly is, it will follow that the ſame Antients either ado- 
red him as God, or thought him inferior to the Holy Spi- 
rit. For without doubt it is a greater piece of Honour to 
be worſhip'd as God by Nature, than as a made God. But 
no Catholic ever thought the Son inferior to the Holy 


Spirit. For in Scripture the ae. Spirit is ſaid to be ſent 


by the Son, to have received what is his from the Son; 
and in all the Doxologies of the Antients, in which the 
Perſons are mentioned in their Order, the Son (to ſpeak as 
Juſtin Martyr does) has the ſecond, and the Holy Spirit 
the third place. | | | 
17. This the Antients thought the moſt invincible Ar- 
gument of Chriſt's Divinity. For thus Novatiay, or the 
"_ of the Book concerning the Trinity, among the 
Works of Tertullian: © If Chriſt is only Man, how 
« does he ſay that the Comforter ſhall take of his to ſhew 
« to you? For he has nothing from Man, but gives him 
« Knowledge; he learns not Things future from Man, 


21 Cor, Ul, 10, 11. p. 722, Ch. 24, 
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cc but informs him concerning them. Therefore either 
4 the Comforter received nothing from the Man Chriſt to 
tell us, becauſe Man could give him nothing, from 


« whom he was to receive; and then Chriſt in the place 


ce before us deceives us, when he ſays, The Comforter ſhall 
ac receive from him, a Man; what he ſhall tell uu: Or he 
c does not deceive (as indeed he does not) and the Com- 
cc“ forter does receive from Chriſt what he ſhall tell us: 
« But if he has received what he may tell us, then Chriſt 
tc js greater than the Comforter, becauſe he could not re- 
« ceive from Chriſt, except he was leſs than he. Now 
tc the Comforter, who is leſs than Chriſt, proves by this; 
that Chriſt is God, becauſe he hath received from him 
cc to tell us. So that it is a great Teſtimony of Chriſt's Divi- 
cc nity, that the Comforter is leſs than Chrifl, 

« him what he delivers to others. What he fays here, 
that the Spirit is leſs than the Son, is ſo to be underſtood, 
as the Subordination of the Son to the Father, which we 
ſhall explain hereafter *. So as that the Holy Spirit is ſaid 
to be leſs than the Son, not in reſpect of Nature, but Ori- 
ginal, namely, as he is derived from the Father by the 
Son (according to? Tertullian) and therefore receives all his 


* 


own from the Father by the Son (according to Novatian) 


This Subordination of the Holy Spirit Tertullian more 
clearly explains in theſe Words. © The Spirit is the third 
ce from the Father and the Son, as the Fruit is the third 
cc from the Root and the Branch, and the Rivulet the 
< third from the Fountain and the Stream, and the Point 


» Sect. 4. Pag. 502. Ch. 4. Adv. Prax. So the Author of the 
Conſtit. (lib. 6. cap. 11.) ſays, © There is one God, the Father of one 
Son, and of one Paraclete by Chriſt.” Gregory Nyſſen in his Epiſtle to 
Ablabius, (Tom. 2. p. 459.) thus declares, how the Son and Holy Spi- 
rit come differently from the ſame Principle, God the Father, © The one 
„ immediately from the firſt, the other from the firſt through him who was 
« immediately from him.” To the ſame purpoſe Cyrill(de Adoratione, lib. 
1.) See alſo his Epiſtle to Regin. Thus Damaſcene (lib. 1. c. 18. de 
Fide Orthod.) The Spirit is the Son's, not as proceeding from him, but 
from the Father throughhim.” And Hilary, © Keep me, I beſeech thee in 
& this religious Faith, always to hold thee the Father, to adore thy Son 
« with thee, and to obtain thy Holy Spirit, who is through thy Only- 
« begotten,” 3 p. 504. ch. 8. near the end, | 
| * the 
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« the third from the Sun and the Ray. 1. is nothing diffe”. 
cc rent from the Canſe, from which it takes its Properties. So 
cc the Trinity by complicated and connected Degrees de- 
« riving from the Father, does not oppoſe the Monarchy 
or Unity, and preſerves the Oeconomy or Diſpenſati- 
« on.” In theſe Words he ſo makes the Holy Spirit the 
third from the Father by the Son, as that he ſtill plainl 
confeſſes him to be of the fame Nature and Eſſence wit 
them, and no way alienated from them. If any one ſu- 
ſpects that only the Ante- Nicene Fathers uſed this way of 

eaſoning, let him know that the moſt approved P- M- 
cene Doctors eſtabliſhr the Divinity of the Son by the ſame 
Argument, as I could Jargely ſhew, if the Nature of the 
preſent Deſign would admit. Let it ſuffice to produce 
two Teſtimonies of two Doctors, as firmly attach'd as any 
to the Nicene Creed. Athanaſius ſays, When he ſhew= 
de ed his great Power and Godhead to his Diſciples, no 
< longer appearing leſs than the Holy Spirit, but greater and 
e equal, he gave the Spirit, and ſaid, Receive the He 

« Ghoſt; Ai T ſend him; and, he ſhall glorify me. 
* Auguſtine ſays, How is not he God, who gives the Holy Spi- 
rit ; Tea, how great a God is hs ho gives God? So much 
for Polycarp's Prayer, and the Eulogy of the Smyrneans. 
I therefore dwelt the longer upon it, that all may know, 
how antient and truly Apoſtolical a Form of Doxology 
that is, which is even now uſed in the Catholic Church, 
namely, Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, and to the 
Holy Ghoſt ; and how firm and ſtable a Monument and 
Defence it is of the Apoſtolical Tradition of a conſubſtan- 
tial Trinity, againſt all Heretical Attempts. 

18. Two Things more I mult add concerning Polycarpy 
to ſhew the more clearly how he abhorred the Arian and 
Samoſatenian Opinions of the Son of God. Firlt then, 
if you deſire to know Pohcarp's Creed in this Point, con- 

ſult Jrenaus. He was a very diligent Hearer of this Apo- 

ſtolical Man in his Youth ; when he was old he well re- 
membered what he had heard from him, eſpecially his Dile 


Tom. 1. part 1. p. 454+ Lib. 1. de Trinitate, cap. 3 n 
: | courles, 
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courſes, in which he explained what he himſelf had heard 
from the Apoſtles concerning the Lord Jeſus; he could 
from the Analogy of Pohcarp's Faith retute the growing 
Hereſies of that Age, and called God to witneſs for the 
Truth of his radition, as he himſelf tells us *. It is ve- 
ry unlikely, nay altogether incredible, that Jrenæus ſhould 
not know, or if he 2 ſhould not fairly deliver Pohycarp's 
Opinion of a primary Article of Chriſtianity. Now I 
dare affirm, that no Aſſerter of the NMeene Creed (not 
Athanaſins himſelf ) ever ſpoke more magnificently, more 
clearly againſt the Arian Blaſphemy, concerning the Son 
of God than Irenæus. He has not indeed, I confeſs, uſed 
the word Confubſtantial. Whoſoever will read what I ſhall 
cite from him in this and the following Section, will not 
charge me with Raſhneſs. Another Thing, from which 
we may gather what was Pohhcarp's Faith and Opinion in 
this Point, is this: Euſebius teſtifies, that Polycarp * in his 
Epiſtle to the Philippians, recommended to them the Epi- 
ſtle of Ignatius, as containing Faith, Patience, and all Chri- 
ſtian . Polycarp then approved all the Doctrine 
of thoſe Epiſtles. But in the ſeven Epiſtles, publiſhed by 
Yoſſms (the ſame, no ſober Man can doubt, with Pohcarp's 
Collection known to Euſebius) the true Divinity of our 


Saviour is often and very plainly delivered, as I have ſhewn £. 


above. So much for the Doctors of the Church, who 
were taught by the living Voice of the Apoſtles. 


Dr. GR ABE Annotations upon Chapter 3. 


Sect. 3, Oc. concerning Clemens Romanus. 


Can't but think the Anſwer given to Zxicker by our 
learned Author, in which he inſiſts upon the Diſtin- 
ction made by Clemens, and expreſſed in thoſe Words | as 
concerning the Fleſh] is not a little confirmed, when it is 
conſidered that probably it is borrowed from St. Paul ?, 
who adds, [ho is over all God bleſſed for ever]. This 


* Euſeb. Feel. Hiſtor. Book 5. ch. 20. p. 152» P. A. Vol. 2. 
Pp. 189. Sect. 13. Euſeb. Eccl. Hiſt, Book 3, ch. 36. p. 87. Rom. ix. 5. 
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Method of uſing St. Paul's Language, we find in Clement 
elſewhere in this Epiſtle. Thus * they that do theſe things 
are hated of God, and not only they that do them, but alſo 
they that take Pleaſure in ſuch. This Paſlage is as clear for 
determining the various reading of this Verſe, as that 
other Purpoſe, for which ir is alledg'd. It is highly pro- 
bable St. Clement wrote from the Original, for it was pre- 
ſerv'd in the Roman Church in Tertullian time. 

2. It may ſeem incredible that we ſhould cite a Paſ- 
ſage from St. Clement, in which Chriſt is expreſſly called 
God, not only becauſe of Photius his Cenſure upon that 
account; but alſo becauſe no Divine, I know, has al- 
ledg'd any ſuch Place againſt the Adverfaries of this Do- 
ctrine. However, I believe you'll find it, * Se. 2. of 


this Epiſtle, though not plain at firſt View. There St. 


Clement gives this Commendation of the Corinthians; be- 


ing content with the Viaticum of God, and diligently attend= 


ing to his Words, ye were enlarg'd in your Bowels, and his 
Sufferings were before your Eyes. His Sufferings * whole? 
His, who was mentioned before, God's, not the Father's, 
that could not be, but the Son of God's. Nor is the 
Phraſe to be carpt at, as not agreeable to the Faith of the 
_ Apoſtles, and the Age of Clement. St. Paul uſes theſe 
Words in his Sermon at Epheſus, ¶ the Church of God, 


which he hath purchas'd with his own Blood.) Ignatius to 


the ſame Epheſians writes thus, ¶ being [mitators of God *, and 
ſtirring up your ſelves by the Blood of God.) So again he 
- mentions, zhe Sufferings of my God; according to which the 


old vulgar Verſion alſo reads. Others might alſo be na- 


med to the ſame Purpoſe. Tatian, &c. of latter date I 
omit. ns 


38 Patricins unius + has given us a Conjecture upon 
the Place. Matiiue]e for Ilabihala; but ſuch an one as 


FP. A. Vol. 1. p. 166. Sed 37. p. 146. Acts xx. 28. 


ett EE. I» P. 29 + Dr. Whitby is of his Mind: © 


our if the Alex. MSS. had afforded any Ground for this, why have 
we not heard it? Why no Authority at all fer it? It is indeed à ſlen- 


der Conjecture, and has no Foundation in the Ductus Literarum. Scarce | 


are there two Letters, not withſtanding the Doctors Aſſertion, which differ 
more in the beſt MSS. than II and M. | 
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is juſtly to be rejected. There is no Neceſſity for it, no 
Manuſcripts give it any Countenance; the Context and 
parallel Places, where the Corinthians are exhorted to have 
ks pn of Chriſt before their Eyes, ſupport the old 
reading. | 

"OY I proceed to what Lrke Mellier has wreſted in our 
Author, Se. 4. St. Clement ſays, He came not in the 
Pomp of Boaſting and Pride, though he mipht. Hence Luke 
concludes, that though Chriſt 7 
ner, he might, i. e. 4 he could have ſinned, if he would. 


Bur he that aſſerts this, manifeſtly denies that Chriſt is 


one Perſon with the Divinity, and that he conſiſted of a 
Divine and Humane Nature perſonally joined; for that 
Divine Nature would have render'd the other wholly im- 
peccable. The Author pronounces the Sentence of Dam- 
nation againſt himſelf, when he tells us what Cenſure theſe 


Words deſerve, if falſe. « As he would be a Blaſphe- 


« mer who ſhould ſay, the ſupreme God could fin, fo 
ce he would no leſs be a Blaſphemer, who ſhould fay fo 
of the Humane and Divine Natures perſonally and in- 
This is nothing but Blaſ- 
phemy againit Chriſt, and a Calumnation of Clement. 
Clement does not ſay that he might have come in Boaſt- 
ing and Pride, but in all the Figure, the Splendor, the 
Grandeur of it, and if our Author can find any Blaſ- 


phemy in this, it will be a difficult Matter to defend the 


Prophet IJſalah and the Evangeliſt St.. Matthew. As 
fooliſh is the other Cavil againſt our Author, and whol- 
ly 4 upon a wrong Interpretaticn of the Words 
The Sceptre of the Magnificence of God |. 

5- Ot the two Paſſages cited from the ſecond Epiſtle, 
Mellier only mentions one, and contends for another Tran- 
ſation than that of Junius. Feſus Chriſt the Lord, who 
ſav'd us, being firſt a Spirit, became Fleſh. So Funius. 


 Mellier ſays, being a chief Spirit, an excellent Spirit, was 


. Fleſhs underſtanding by an excellent Spirit, the Man Chriſt 
exalted. For this he cites Hermas. But Hermas no where 


Seel. 7. and 21. Ch. 63. v. 1. Ch. a5. v. 31. 
| _ fays 


id not come in this man- 
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ſays that the Son of God, much leſs the Man Chriſt is 
a Spirit, but that the Spirit, which appear d to Hermas 
is the Son of God. This Aellier faw. Again, he mi- 
ſtakes, in his Criticiſm upon #+670, For firſt the Autho- 
rity he brings is againſt him ; but ſuppoſe he has another 
for him, what does he conclude } The Word may be 
tranſlated either Way; therefore mine. It either ſignifies 


firſts or chief, therefore only chief. But ſuppoſe it to ſig- 


nity chief only, why muſt Clement call the Man Chriſt 
exalted, the chief Spirit? He can't find any Authority for 
it. Is it not much rather applicable to the Divine Na- 


ture? Is he not in his State, before he took Fleſh, eſteem- 


ed Prince of the Angel and Holy Spirit? Does not the 
Scripture * fay fo? Is it not the Doctrine of Irenæut, and 
. the en Arians, though the Sociniam impiouſly re- 
ject it ? | 
6. Our bold Adverfary proceeds — the matter Clement 
treats of requires this Senſe. He feigns that the Holy Father, 
after he had affirm'd that the Faithful ſhould come into 
the Kingdom of God in the Flefh,, obviates this tacit 
Objection. In the Kingdom of God we fhall be ſpiritual, 

y ſayft thou then that be ſhall come in the Fleſh * And 
an{wers thus. Behold, Chrift, our Lord, who hath ſaved us, 
2ho 2as given for an Example to us, who is now a Spirit, 

yea, à chief Spirit, was Fleſh before. Theſe Things there= 
fore are not contraries. N ſhall be mad: immortal Spirits, or 


ſpiritual, though ye are Fleſb, and ſhall come in the Fleſh. 


After which Words he at length concludes. Tow ſee how - 


excellently theſe things agree together, how appoſniely this M. 

the E uy bes of eſs Chih 5 brought by 2 Bu 
this Way there is no Coherence: It is appoſite to no- 
thing but the Confutation of what it is brought to efta- 
bliſh. The Author of this Epiſtle oppoſes himſelf to ſome 
of the Corinthians, who deny'd the Reſurrection of the 
Fleſh, and affirm'd it to be incapable of Immortality and 
a Conjunction with the Spirit. Ler none of you ſay, that 


this Fleſh is not judged, dots not riſe again. Acknowledge in 


8 Joſh. v. 14. 
1 what 
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what State ye are ſaved, in what Condition ye received Sight, 
if it was not whilſt ye were in the Fleſh; then follows, Fe- 
ſus Chriſt the Lord, who ſaved us, &c. In the laſt Words 
of which Paſſage if Clement had intended to ſay, that 
Chriſt though Fleſh before, was afterwards made Spirit, 
he had given his Adverſaries an Advantage, and ſtabbed 
himſelf with his own Weapon. For as Jeſus being Fleſh 
after Death became Spirit, ſo we having laid aſide the Fleſh 
by Death, ſhall become all Spirit, and riſe withour it. 
They were ſo far from denying (as Aellier feigns) that 
thoſe who were before Fleſh ſhould be made Spirit, or re- 
_ this as a Contradiction, that it was the very Thing 
they held. Wherefore then ſhould Clement go to prove 
it? But our Adverſary ſays, “ Suppoſing Clement to ſpeak 
e of the Incarnation, we ſhall make him ſpeak poor filly 


ce ſtuff. When he ſays [ /s we, wn does W ey gf | 
at, WnIC e eipe- 


« feſtly compare us with Chriſt, in t 
& cially aſſerts of Chriſt 2 * Not at all. For that | /o 
2e, &c. | has reſpect to what immediately goes before | ſo 
he hath called as |, and contains in it this Argument : 
« In what State we are called by Chriſt, and have been 
« obedient to his Call, in the ſame we ſhall be glorified, 
« and receivea Reward ; But in this Fleſh we have been 
« called by Chriſt, and have been obedient to him; 
Therefore in the Fleſh we ſhall be glorified, and receive 
the Reward.” And theſe Words immediately precede 
thoſe we are diſputing upon, namely, As ye are called in the 


Fleſh, we ſhall come in the Fleſh. In this Member he ſpeaks 
after the ſame manner: So (in the Fleſh) he hath called us, 


fo alſo in the Fleſh we ſhall receive the Renard. For whom 
he hath called, thoſe he hath glorified. It is only by the bye 
that-Clement ſays, we are called in the Fleſh by Chriſt, he 


himſelf being clothed with Fleſh, though before only Spi- 


rit, He thus obliquely ſuggeſts the Dignity of the Fleſh 
againſt thaſe who pronounced it incapable of Spirit, and b 
conſequence, of Immortality. He thus wounds his Ad- 


verſary with a new Weapon. Why ſhould not our Fleſh 


Rom. viii, 30, 
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be clothed upon with Spirit, and be conſiſtent with it, 
when Chriſt, a Spirit according to his Deity, vouch- 
ſafed to put on Fleſh, and intimarely unite it to himſelf ? 
g This is the genuine congruous Senſe of the Phraſe, in 
F which Chriſt the Word is by John, and the Spirit by Cle- 
4 ment, ſaid to be made Fleſh, in ſo much that we need 
not give our ſelves any further Trouble with AMelliers 
Cavil. The various Reading in the Alexandrian Manu- 
85 e namely, 4 for 4 "lnoss does not affect ar all, ſu 
poſing it to be ſo, an Enquiry which the Abſence of t 
UL. ibrarian would not permit me to make; nor that other 
I Reading of vv» for . I muſt therefore wait another 
Y Opportunity. 5 | 
7. The Words of Clement, cited by Baſil, Mellier 
queſtions, for the confirming them I add a parallel Place, 
Have we not one God, and one Chriſt, and one Spirit, 
&c? Here he jointly names all the three Perſons of 
the Godhead, though he calls the firſt God, by way 
of Eminence, as being the Principle of the other two. 
Some learned Men have — the Teſtaments of the 
twelve Patriarchs in the firſt Century; and therefore I 
have inferred them in it in the Spicilegium. They alſo 
afford ſeveral remarkable Teſtimonies of Chriſt's Divi- 
nity % 7 : 
1 1 Ep. p. 173. Vol. 1. . * In Teſtamento Simeonis, p. 156. 
p-. 157. ; #0 5 p. 160. Judæ, p. 187, 1835 Zn = 
Dan, p. 208. Nepthalin, p. 216. Aſer, p. 228. Benjamin, p. 251. 


In all which the Divinity and Humanity of our Lord are plainly inſi- 
nuated. : 


* * 1 * T 2 2 . % . „ r 2 K. W W N * * W ESSTSS 


The Opinions of Juſtin Martyr, Athenagoras, Eo 
| 1atian, Theophilus Antioch. GW. 


N T to the Apoſtolical Writers, if not with them, Ti} 

| we mult reckon feen Martyr. All his Pieces are yl 
filled with ſuch clear Teſtimonies of the Son's Conſubſtan- 4 

I 3 . tiality, 1 
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tiality, that I can't without Indignation read the Re- 
proaches of ſome confident Modern Writers, who have 
repreſented him as an Arian. In that which is called his 
ſecond Apology, but really is the firſt, he blames thoſe that 


deny * That the Father of all T hings hath a Son, who being 


the firſt-born Mord of God, is alſo God. Here he plainly 
concludes that the Son 1s as truly God as the Father, be- 
cauſe he proceeded from, and was begotten of the Father 
himſelf, as his Word, his Firſt-born, Thus in the Dia- 
lagus with Trypho *, he ſharply notes the Blindneſs of the 
Fews, who denied The Son of the only, unbegotten, ineffa- 
Gad to be God. And ſome time after in the ſame Book 
proncunces Chriſt Lord, and God, as being the Son of God. 
2. Hence the ſame Mr every where proclaims Chriſt 
to be the Son of God, truly, really, genuinely, properly 
ſpeaking, which the Arians never really did, or could ſay. 
Lo * 4 firſt, or rather the ſecond Apology. His Son (the 
Father's) who is ouly properly called Son. In the ſecond ac- 
cording to the vulgar Edition, The Son of God, called 


Feſus, though only Man as other Men are, for his Wiſdom 


Was worthy to be called the Son of God. (All Writers call 
God, the Father of Gods and Men). Now, if we ſay, that 
he, the Word of God 2as peculiarly or properly begotten of God 
in an extraordinary manner, as we have affirmed before, let us 
have this | form of ſpeaking | in common with you *, &c. A 


little after, * eſis Chriſt only is properly begotten the Son of 


God, as being his Word, his firſt Begotten, his Power, Laſt- 
ly, In the Dialogue with 7rypho, 7 Chriſt is ſaid to be the 


Only-begotten of the Father of all T hings, properly Begotten of 
him, his Word and Power, aud afterwards made Man of the 


Virgin. Athanaſius has very well expreſſed the Senſe of 
Faſtin in theſe places, and the Senſe of the Holy Scripture, 


where he calls Chriſt the Son of God, his proper and Only- 


begotren Son. Nature ackyowledges him a Son, who- is by 


| Nature born of ſame one, not taken in, ſuper induced, adopt cd, 


: Juſtin Martyr, Ed. Colon. 1686. p. 96. p. 355. p. 357. 
4 p. 44. 5 p. 67. Tr. Whitby omits the latter Part of this 
Citation. p. 68, 7p. 332. p. 217. Athanaſ. Tom. 1. 
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and this is the Idea of the Word. See Petavius, de Trinit, 
lib. 2. c. 10. throughout. 
3. Beſides, it is clear, Fuſtin acknowledged the Conſub- 
ſtantiality by his Explications and Illuſtrations of the Di- 
vine Generation, which we find every where. There is a 
remarkable Place in his Dialogue with Trypho, where he ex- 
plains the manner of the Son's Generation in theſe Words: 
In what has been ſaid already, I have briefly ſhewn that the 
Power (which the Word of the Prophet calls God (as I have 
largely proved) and Angel) is not a Name only, as the Light of 
the Sun, but numerically another. I ſaid this Power was Be- 
gotren of the Father, by his Power and Counſel, and Will, but 
not by way of Abſciſſion, as though the Father's Eſſence 1as 
divided ; or ſuch, as all other J hings, which being divided, 
or Cut, are not the ſame as before. And I exemplified in thoſe . 
Things which we ſee ſet on Fire by another, that ather not be- 
ing Arminia thereby, but being able to ſet on Fire many more, 
it ſelf remaining the ſame. In theſe Words Fuſtin plainly 
teaches that the Son is diſtinct from the Father in Number 
and Perſon ; but not ſo in Nature, as being born of the 
very Eſſence of the Father, and conſequently Conſubſtan- 
tial with him. For attempting to explain the manner of 
this Generation, he ſays it was not by Abſciſſion, as though 
the Father's Subſtance was divided. But to what Purpoſe 
this, if the Son had nothing in common with the Father's 
Subſtance, in his Generation? Again, the Similitude, by 


* » 


wjhich he illuſtrates this Catholic Doctrine, manifeſtly 


proves the Conſubſtantiality. He ſays the Son is born of 
the Father, as Fire is ligated by Fire. Who denies that 
one Fire lighted by another is of the ſame Nature and Sub- 
ſtance —— that other ? This is indeed Jaſtin's own Com- 
ment upon his Words : As in Fire, we ſee another lighted. 
that, from which it was lighted, not being diminiſht, 12 re- 
maining the ſame ; and that which was lighted from it appears 
the ſame, not diminiſhing that from which it as lighted. Here, 
when he ſays, that which is lighted by the Fire, is the ve- 
ry Fire, he manifeſtly deſigns by a Parity of Reaſon, that 


' Juſtin Martyr, p. 358. 2 p. 234. 
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the Son of God, born of God, is very God. Theſe 


Places are fo clear, that Petavius (the fame who accuſed 


Fuſtin of Arianiſm) after he had cited ſome of them, adds: 
« * What can be added to this Profeſſion of Faith and 
© Trinity? Or what have the WViceze Fathers, or their 
“ Succeſſors ſaid more expreſs, and ſignificant ? The ſo- 
lemn Form of their Appointment: God of God, Light 
& of Light, very God of very God. Fuſtin ſo long before 
& ld them the way to it by this Sentence; from which 


& the Conſubſtantiality, a -Communion and Identity of 


% Subſtance, without Abſciſſion or Diviſion is made out. 
4. Moreover, it is diligently to be obſerved, that Ju- 
ſtin in the Paſſage laſt co from him, profeſſedly oppoſes 
much the ſame Hereſy, which afterwards was advanced by 
Sabellius; namely, That the Power proceeding from 


ce the Father of all Things, which appeared ro Moſes, to 


« Jacob, and to Abraham, was called an Angel, when it 
&« brought the Divine Commands to Men; the Glory, 
* when it was ſometime exhibited to them in an incom- 
& prehenſible manner ; but a Man, when appearing in that 
&« Shape. And therefore, the Word, becauſe it brought 
ce the Father's Words to Men. That this Power could 
c not be disjoined and ſeparate from the Father; but as 
ce the Light is with the Sun, cannot be ſevered from it, 
ce and when it ſets, departs with it, ſo the Father, when 
ce he pleaſes exerts, and withdraws this Power . Theſe 
Heretics endeavoured to confirm their Hereſy by an Ar- 


gument drawn from the Catholic Doctrine, that the Son 


was of the ſame Eſſence. with the Father. Thus they So- 
phiſtically argued : Either the Son 1s the fame with the 


Father, not a diſtin& Perſon from him, or the Divine Eſ- 


ſence is divided into two Parts, one of which conſtitutes 
the Father, and another the Son. This we evidently ga- 
ther from the Paſſage. For the Catholics did not fay the 
Divine Nature was divided, they with Juſtin ieee it as 
blaſphemons. On the other hand, the Heretics, oppoſed 
by Fuſtin, did not affirm it; but on the contrary there- 


2 Praxf, in Tom. 2, Theolog. Dogm. c. 3.n, 1. 
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ſore ſaid, that there was but one Perſon in the Divine Na- 
ture, to avoid this Diviſion of the Divine Nature. It re- 
mains then, that thoſe Fore-runners of Sabellius loaded the 
Catholic Doctrine of the Son's Generation of the Father's 
Subſtance, and his diſtinct Perſonality, with this invidious 
Conſequence, that then the Divine Subſtance was cut or 
divided into two Parts. This is plain. Now Tuſtin in 
order to obviate this Sophiſm, denies not that the Son is 
begotten of the Farher's Subſtance, he held that indubita- 
ble; but ſhews that the Son is begotten of the Father, ſo 
as to be a diſtin& Perſon from the Father, not by Abſciſſi- 
on from the Father's Eſſence (as the Heretics cavilled) but 
by a ſimple Communication of Eſſence, ſuch as is that of 
one Fire producing another Fire, without any Loſs or Di- 
minution of its ſelf. This Method of explaining the Caſe, 


Tatian a Diſciple of Juſtin makes uſe of. * He was born 


« by Communication, or Partnerſhip, not by Abſciſſion. 
« For that which is cut off is ſeparated from the firſt ; but 
e that which hatch ſomething in Participation, taking its 
ce part of the Oeconomy, makes not him indigent from 
« whom he received it. As many Fires are lighted by 
“ one Firebrand, and the Light of the firſt Brand is not 
« diminiſht by giving Light to thoſe many; ſo the Word 
- << proceeding from the Power of the Father, hath not 
ce made the Father that begat him without Word or Rea- 
« fon.” Hence it is clear, the Doctrine of the Son's 
Conſubſtantiality, his Production from the Eſſence, or 
Subſtance of the Father, was received, fix'd and eſtabliſh'd 
in the Days of Juſtin in the Catholic Church; that the 
Heretics of thoſe times cavilled at it after the fame man- 
ner, as the Arians afterward ; and 1 That the Catho- 
lics of Juſtin's Age oppoſed and confuted them with the 
fame Argument, which the ſucceeding Catholic Doctors 
uſed againſt the Arians. | 

5. The fame Juſtin largely ſhews, that Chriſt is cal- 
led in the Old Teſtament, God and Lord, Lord of Hoſts, 


' Tatian among the Works of Juſtin, p. 145, See Ch. 1. n. 10, 
11, 12, of this Section. p. 284, Cc. 


Goal 
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| God of Iſrael; that it is he, who appeared to Abraham, 
Meofes, and the Patriarchs, whom they worſhip'd as their 
God, and who 1s honoured with the moſt glorious Name 
of God by the Holy Spirit. He proves that thoſe Things, 
which in the ſame Scripture, and eſpecially the P/alzs, are 
faid of the ſupreme Lord and God, agree to Chriſt. So 


for Example, Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever, 


he with the Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, and 
the moſt antient Hebrew Doctors accommodates to Chriſt, 
and thence concludes our Saviour is to be adored, as God. 
Fuſtin never dreamt of the ſtrange eluſive Comment fixt 
upon the Words by Eraſinus and Grotius (Men who ſeem 
to have acknowledged our Lord's Divinity, but yet by 
what Fate I know not, ſo interpret away the Texts aſ- 
ſerting it, as though they had been born for that purpoſe) : 
Eraſmus ſays it may, Grotius, that it ought to be read, not, 
O God, thy T hrone is for ever and ever, but God is thy 
Throne for ever and ever, i. e. God will ſupport thy 
Throne, &c. What could perſuade theſe learned Men to 
obſcure ſo clear a Teſtimony againſt. the Fews, and Fudaizing 
Chriſtians ? Eraſimus ſays, the Gree is dubious. Grant it. 
But the Senſe and Scope of the Author of the Epiſtle to 
the Hebrews is plain and manifeſt, who calls Chriſt the 
Son of God, by whom the World was made, the Splen- 
dor of the Father's Glory, the Character of his Eſſence, 
who ſupports all Things by his powerful Word. The 
Divine Glory and Majeſty of Chriſt, his Pre-eminence 
above all Angels, and the moſt excellent Creatures, this 
Divine Author deſigned to prove in the following Verſes 
to the end of the Chapter againſt the Groſtics, and other 
Heretics, who commonly equalled their ons, Angels, 
and Powers to the Son of God. This is eſpecially * ro be 
noted, becauſe otherwiſe his elaborate Compariſon between 
Chriſt who is God, and the Creature Angels is flat. But 
if the place of the P/alwift is fo to be underſtood, as Eraſ- 
mus and Grotius would have it, how does it ſerve this pur- 


p. 287, in fine, and 288. In their Notes upon the place. 3 See 
_ of them upon Heb. i. 8. + Compare Coloſ. ch. i. 8, 9, 10. 
18, 19, 


pole? 


\ 
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poſe? And what ſober Man doubts, but that the Author 
in the Verſes immediately following intended, from the 


ſame P/almiſt, to ſhew that Chriſt is that Lord, who in 


the beginning founded the Earth, formed the Heavens, 
and when the whole Univerſe ſhould fail, was to endure 
for ever? Again, ſuppoſing the Words dubious, ſurely 
the Authority of the Antients ſhould weigh down the 
Scale. Not only Juſtin, but with him all the Antients 


interpret 5 O in the Vocative Caſe. Thus it is frequent- | 


ly uſed by the 70 in the Hſalnu, and beſides it is familiar 
with the Greeks, eſpecially the Attics to take the Nomina- 


tive Caſe vocatively. The antient Fews (however the 


modern Rabbins dote) interpret this place as we Chriſtians. 
Aquila (according to Jerome) tranſlates ZI'M9R Gei. 
What Origen ſays is very remarkable, that he greatly puz- 
led a learned Few with this Teſtimony, and that the 2 

when he could not extricate himſelf, anſwered as became 
him, that theſe Words [7 hy Throne, O God, &c.] be- 
longed to the God of the Univerſe, but thoſe T h haſt 
loved Righteouſneſs, and hated Iniquity, &c.] to Chriſt. The 
learned Few, ready enough at any Evaſion, never dreamt 
of the Eraſmian and Grotian Comment, That God is the 


Throne of the Meſſiah. - In the mean while we accept, what | 


Grotius grants, that for 5 Oe in the Hebrewſtands D708, 
a Word uſed for many, whether Angels, or Judges ; but 
when applied to one, as in this place, ſuitable to God on- 
ly, becauſe then taken Elliptically for D798 198. 
6. A Paſſage of this Author in the following Part of 
this Dialogue is obſervable. There Trypho, as he ought, 


bout the Teſtimony, to Juſtin: - Since you affirm that 


d he was very God before, and aſſert that he was incar- 
c nate by the Council and Will of God, and born Man 
« of a Virgin; how can he be ſhewn to pre-exiſt [as 
4 God} _ is filled, or compleated, or ſupplied by the 


+ + Contr, Celſ. lib, 1. p. 43. p. 314. 
« Powers 


a 
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. Powers of the Holy Spirit (which the Word by 7/aiab 


« cnumerates) as though before he was without them? 
ce any anſwers, You've askt a diſcreet and prudent Que- 
« ftion. It does indeed ſeem abſurd, but that you may 
& underſtand it, mind what I fay. The Word does not 
ic ſay, that the Powers of the Spirit enumerated, came 
% upon him, as a Perſon who was without, or ſtood in 
« need of them; but that they were about to reſt upon 
« him, i. e. to terminate in him, ſo that there ſhould be 
« no more Prophets amongſt you, as uſual antiently, 
This you may plainly ſee; for ſince him there has not 
<« been one Prophet amongſt you.“ I confeſs this is a 
ſtrange Interpretation of the Prophet's Words, which all 
Men ſee are to be explained of the Man Chriſt in an ex- 
traordinary manner endowed with the Gifts of the Spirit. 
However, it is hence manifeſt, that Juſtin firmly held this 
Hypotheſis, i. e. That the Son of God is the moſt ab- 
ſolute perfect Being, very God, that he wants nothing, 
not even the Gifts of the Holy Spirit. For thus Typ 

argues. The true God can want nothing; IJſaiah ſays, 


that Chriſt wanted the Giſts of the Holy Spirit; there- 


fore Faſtin, Chriſt is not true God, as you contend. Ju- 
ſtin admits his Propoſition, but denies his Aſſumption. 
His Diſputation with Trypho was about the God Chriſt, 
though he miſ-interprets the Place of Iſaiah. If he had 


been of Arizs's ſide, he might very eaſily have anſwered 


Trypho, that there was no Abſurdity in the Caſe, upon 
Suppoſition that the Son of God might want the Grace 
of God, and was capable of Improvement, as being a 
Creature, and made God by Adoption. For Arius was 
not afraid to ſay openly, that the Son of God was liable 
to Converſion and Change, capable of Virtue and Vice, as he 
pleaſed, ' But if Yun had thus anſwered, he had clear- 
ly overturned his own precedent Reaſonings; in which 
he makes it his whole Buſineſs to prove that our Saviour 
is true God, and to be worſhipped. | 


+ Vide Socratem. Eccleſ. Hiſt. Lib. 1. Ch, 6. and 9. 
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7. The ſame Jaſtin in another Place obſerves; that he 
who appeared to Moſes in the Buſh (atid he every where 
profeſſes that was the Son of God) called himſelf 25 
_ Gyre; * he that is; and upon that expreſſly notes that that 
Expreſſion belongs to the ever exiſtent God. T will cite 
the Paſſage at large in a more convenient Place, when I 
ſpeak of the Son's Coeternity. I mult add a very remark- 
able Place of this Author's in his excellent Epiſtle to 
Diognetus, No learned Man (that I know) doubrs whe- 
ther it is genuine, and Sculterus: places it amongſt his 
unconteſted Writings. What Sandins ſays, that Bellarmine 
has not ſo much as nam'd it in the Catalogue of his 
Works, is frivolous. It is plain Bellarmine follow'd the 
Paris Ed. 1551. by Robert Stephans: In which this Epi- 
ſtle and the Oration to the Gentiles is omitted; and af- 
terwards 1592, printed ſeparately with a Latin Verſion, 
and large Notes by Henry Stephans, the Son of Robert. 
This is the Reaſon of the Omiſſion of the Oration to the 
Gentiles alſo, a Peice that every one muſt believe to be Ju- 
ſtin's, who ſhall read it with Attention, and compare it 
with his other Writings. Fredericus Sylburgins 3 has well 
obſerved the fame, concerning this Epiſtle : But what oc- 
caſion for many Words? Sandins * himſelf has own'd it 
genuine in another Place. Let us now cite this very 
ample Teſtimony, we promis'd out of this Epiſtle: Theſe 
are the Words: 5 He, the Almighty, the Creator of 
all Things, the inviſible God, he hath planted among 
« Men, and engraved in their Hearts, the Heavenly Truth, 
ce the word Holy and Incomprehenſible; not ſending (as 
any one would conjecture) a Servant, an Angel, a Prince, 
&« an Farthly Potentate, or one to whom he had entruſted 
„ the Adminiſtration of heavenly Things; but the Ar- 

* tificer and Maker of all Things, by whom he formed 

ce the Heavens, and ſhut in the Sea in its proper Bounds; 
« whoſe Myſteries all the Elements faithfully obſerve, 
« from whom the Sun has received his charge to meaſure 


1 p. 19, 20. De Scriptoribus Eccl. p. 20. 3 Nota in Ju- 
Nin. p. Foil. Enucl. Hiſt, p. 76. p. 498. 


cc out 
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„ out the Day, whom the Moon obeys, when he com- 
* mands her ro ſhine in the Night, and the Stars, which 
<« follow the Courſe of the Moon; by whom all Things 
* are ordered and bounded, to whom all Things are ſub- 


& je&, the Heavens, the Earth, the Sea, and all that in 


© them is; the Fire, the Water, the Abyſs, what is in 


the Heights, and Depths, and betwixt them: Him he 


e hath ſent to them. For what end? As a Man would 
* think, to ee over them; to awe and terrify them? 
* No, He ſent him as a King ſends a King his Son, in 
_* Clemency and Meeknefs. He ſent him as a God. He 
« ſent him to Men. He ſent him to fave, c.“ The 


Place is very well worthy Obſervation, as it excellently 


deſcribes the profound Myſtery of Man's Redemption, 
and makes ſufficient Recompence for all the other Places, 
in which the Holy Author ſeems to ſpeak leſs honourably 
of the Son of God. Bur to the preſent Purpoſe, what 
can be more expreſs for the Divinity of the Son of God 
againſt Arianiſe: ? He plainly denies that the Son of God 
is a Servant, or Creature (Terms equivalent, as I have of- 
ten noted, and as is of it ſelf clear enough) he calls him 


incomprehenſible, the Maker and Creator of all Things, by 


whom the whole Frame of the World, Heaven and Earth, 
is governed and ſuſtained. To whom all Creatures, of 
wharſoever Order, are ſubje& and obedient, as to their 
Author, their God and Lord. He ſays, he was ſent in- 


to this World, as a King by a King, a God by a God, 
a King the Son, by a King the Father, God the Son 


by God the Father. I faid above *, that the Paſſage of 


St. Paul to the Philip. and the parallel Place of Clement 


to the Corinth. received great Light from this Place; they 


alſo give Light to it. Let the Reader judge. What St. 


Paul fays of Chriſt before his Exinanition, that he was 
in the Form of God, and what St. Clement ſays, that he was 
the Steptre of the Magnificence of God, Fuſtin thus ex- 


pounds, That Chriſt was not the Servant of God (nor ha- 


ving taken upon him the Form of a Servant, a created 


+ Ser. C. 3. n. 4. of this Seffion.. 
| Nature} 
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Nature) but the very Lord and Creator of all things. 
What St. Paul fays, that Chriſt afterwards took upon 


him the Form of a Servant, and was made Man is thus 


expreſſed by Fuſtin, that the Word, and Son of God 
was ſent from Heaven, and placed among Men. Laſtly, 
what St. Paul teaches; that Chriſt when he came to Men, 


did not claim his Equality with rhe Father, but emptied him- | 


ſelf; and what St Clement fays, that Chriſt did not come 
in the Oftentation, or with the Show of Pride and Arro- 
gance, although he might, but in Humility, Fuſtin intends, 
when he tells us, that the Word, the Son of God was 
ſent into the World by the Father, ot with Tyrauny, 
Awe, and Terror, not in the Pomp of his tremendous 
Divine Majeſty ; but i» Clemency and Lenity, as one who 
was ſent to Men. A very appoſite Collation ſure If 

8. I will conclude my Citations from Fuſtiz with a 
Place of the ſecond Apology, as it is commonly called, in 
which the Holy Martyr profeſſes a Trinity of Divine 
Perſons, which are jointly to be worſhipt with the fame 
Religious Worſhip, and which alone, excluding all Crea- 
tures, deſerve ſuch Worſhip. For there, where the In- 


fidels accuſe the Chriſtians as Atheiſts, becauſe they re- 


ject the Worſhip of Idols, Juſtin anſwers, Thar the Chri- 
ſtians are not Atheiſts, for though they deſpiſe the Gods 
of the Gentiles falſely fo called and ie: they religi- 
giouſly worſhip and adore the one true God in three 


+ Dr. Whitby ſays, p. 45. that if the Epiſtle to Diognetus be Ju- 
ſtin's, he has contradicted himſelf in it, and in his other Works, In this 
Epiſtle he has contradicted himſelf by calling the Father the Maker of all 
Things, and quickly adding, that the Father ſet the Maker and Crea- 
tor of all Things. Thus alſo he has contradifted his Apol. ii. p. 36, 
&c. For though in this Epiſtle he aſſerts him the Son to be the Maker 
of all Things, and denies he is an Angel or Miniſter, in the Apology 
and in his Dialogue with Trypho, he ſays the contrary. The Ortho- 
dox can eaſily give him a Plaiſter for this Sore, as he expreſſes himſelf, 
and if they are of no Authority with him, hope St. Paul may. He has 
called the ſame Perſon God over all, and a Servant, He has ſaid that 
the Father made the Worlds by the Son, and in the ſame Chapter ap- 
plied theſe Words directiy to the Son: Thou, Lord, in the Beginning 
haſt laid the Foundation, . The Epiſtle then for all this may be 
genuine, unleſs to imitate St. Paul be an Argument that it is ſpurious. 


Perſons. 


des 
Perſons. * Theſe are his Words. Me confeſs our ſelves 
Atheiſts, that is, without ſuch as you eſteem Gods; but not 
without the true God, the Father of Fuſtice, Chaſti y, and 
all other Virtues, who hath not in him any Mixture of Evil. 
Him we worſhip and adore, and his Som, (who proceedeth 
from him, and who hath taught us, or revealed to us the Hoſt 
© of good Angels | his other Followers, who are made like 
 wnto him,) and the Prophetic Spirit, reverencing them with 
Reaſon and Truth. From this Place Bellarmine endeavours 
to prove the religious Worſhip of Angels, which if done, 


vill deſtroy our Argument for the Divinity of the Son 


and Holy Spirit. Bellarmine reads the Words with the 


Note of Diſtinction after [ho hath taught us theſe Thing! 


aud the Hoſt of Angels. To this Scultetus juſtly pro- 
voked, gives this ſharp anſwer. “ But what Reaſon does 
« be give for this Diſtinction invented in the Roman 
« School? None. We reject therefore Perionius's ſophi- 
« ſtical Punctation. Juſtin every where tells us that rhe 
« Son has revealed all Things to us, even God himſelf. 
He adds, in this Place, that we are taught by him the 
% Myſtery of the Angels. Was this to be ſeparated from 
<« the Context by a Jeſuitical Point, that the ſuperſtitious 
« Worſhip of Angels might be authorized by Putin ? 
« Did'ſt thou not obſerve, Sycophant, that if tis Puncta- 
ce tion was received, the Holy Ghoſt would be made 
« inferior to Angels, contrary to Juſtin's conſtant Senſe, 
« be only to be worſhipt in the fourth Place? Would'ſt 
« thou have turned one Page farther, the Obſcuri- 
« ty of this Place would have been cleared up. There 
« he teaches that the Father is to be worſhipt in the firſt 


« Place, the Son in the ſecond, and the Holy Ghoſt in 


p. 56. + See Dr. Clark's Tranſlation, p. 371. Scr. Doctr.— 
« I ho came forth from him, and taught theſe Things to us, and to 
* the whole Hoſt of good Angels, which follow, and imitate him—&c” 
This Tranſlation he enforces pranſubly. a parallel Place of Irenæus. 
I can't think either the Doctor's or Bellarmine's Senſe is right; but ra- 


ther that Juſtin acquaints the Heathens, with a Revelation Chriſt had 


made to his Diſciples of the Miniſtry of Angels, not ſuch as theirs, im- 
pious and wicked, but 4\Xav muy £T0prvwy, Kc h * Scul- 
_ teti Medulla Patrum Cap. 18. | 


ce the 


- 
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* the third, not allowing the Angels a fourth or fifth 


e place. Wouldſt thou have conſulted the Dialegae in- 


e ritled Tiypho, thou wouldſt have found it demonſtrated 


c from the worſhip paid to him, that the Angel, who 
« appeared to Lot, was the Son of God. A Demonſtra- 
ce tion of no force, if we may worſhip Angels x. To 
this we may add, what is chiefly obſervable in the Words 


of Fuſtin, from which Bellarmine would draw the wor- 


ſhip of Angels, that Angels are expreſsly called 73; 6@obrur, 


miniſtring Spirits (thus in the place juſt cited from the 
Ejpiſtle to Diognetus, he calls them vnngeras, and excepts 
the Son and Holy Spirit out of this Order) and thereſore 

not to be adored. But why, you'll ſay, is mention mada 

of it, that we are taught by the Son of God the Miniſtry 
of Angels? And why is that inſerted by a Parentheſis in 
the Character of the Son? That Parentheſis (which 1 de- 
fire the Reader would exactly obſerve) belongs to what 
uſtin had ſpoke of immediately before in the ſame place. 

| Shs had Rid that Socrates, for aſſerting that the one true 
God was only to be worſhipped, refuſing the Heathen 
Idols as Dæmons, i. e. evil Spirits, and hateful to God, 
was killed as an Atheiſt, and impious, by wicked Men at 
the Inſtigation of the Devil. Then he adds, that the ſame 
had happened to Chriſtians. Theſe are his Words: Aud 
they £ the. ſame with us. Not only Socrates ſhewed the 
Greeks! theſe J hings by the Word, but they are manifeſted 
among the Barbarians by the ſame Word formed and made Man, 
even by Jeſus Chriſt ; believing in him we ſay not only that the 
Demons doing theſe Things are not good, but evil and impious, 
anlike in their Actions to Men of virruous Inclinatioms f. Af- 


to avoid the worſhip of evil Angels, he immediately and 
. . very 


* Dr. Whitby will have it, that Becauſe the three Perſons are to be 
worſhipt after one another, therefore the Wor ſhip is unequal, and becauſe 


r the Worſhip is unequal, therefore the Eſſence is ſo; but how theſe are 


. Conſequences, is difficult to apprehend. p. 56. + The Animad- 
werſrons Dr. Whitby has made upon this Church are many, but ſcarce 
worthy Notice, he argues a great while without an Adverſary, againſt 
the Sabellians, (but perhaps he never does any Thing elſe t * 
. b | ys whole 


* 


ter he had ſaid that we by the Chriſtian Faith were taught 


130 A DEFENCE of 
rery properly adds in the faid Parentheſis, that by the 
e a 5 are inſtructed that there are other Nag, 
ood ones, and miniſtring Spirits to God together with 
85 and therefore not to be worſhipped; ſo that the Paren- 
theſis muſt be thus rendered and expounded: ho hath 
taught us theſe Things, namely, what went before about not 
worſhipping evil Angels, and alſo that there are good An- 
gels miniſtring to God, and imitating his Goodneſs. (The 
whole is this; By Chriſt we are inſtructed as well con- 
cerning the evil, as the 725 Angels; of the evil, that 
they are rebellious againſt God, and therefore rather Wor- 
thy Execration than Worſhip; of the good, that they are 
miniſtring Spirits, obeying God, and imitating his Good- 
nels. as far as they can, therefore not to be worſhipped. 
This place then is ſo far from being ſerviceable to Bellar- 
mine, or the Papiſts, that it affords an invincible Argument 
gainſt the religious Worſhip of Angels, and clearly ſhews, 
that according to the Mind of the Primitive Chriſtians, 
- ſuch Worſhip was not due to Angels, nor to any Mini- 
ſters or Servants of God, i. e. not to any Creature, but to 
him only who created all Things, ro whom all Things are 
ſubject, to the moſt Holy Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt; which entirely overthrows all the Fictions of the 
Arians and Anti- Trinitariant. The Paſſages of Juſtin, which 
ſeem inconſiſtent with theſe, we ſhall weigh hereafter when 
we conſider the Subordinatiun. But I'm afraid 1 ſhall 
take no. Notice of one = by Sandins cited; in which 
Faſtin is ſaid to have taught that the Son of God 4 4 created 
Angel. The Reader may be aſſured that Juſtin never faid 
any ſuch thing, and that Saudius, according to his Cuſtom, 
has impudently-coin'd it for the Holy Martyr *. 


8 


2 


whole Book,) p. 29. he gives his Reader a eee of Plato's, and calls 
it Juſtin's. p. 30. He groſsly miſapplies Juſtin's Argument for the Di- 


winity of the Word; p. 31. inſerts [non eſſentiæ ejuſdem communica; 

tionẽ ] excluſrue Expreſſions, where there are no ſuch Words in the Au- 

thor, nor was it his Mind. p. 40. ſtrangely miſunderſtands an Hypotheti- - 
cal Argument, ad hominem, for the Senſe of Juſtin, N 

ect. 4. Dr. Grabe's Annotations ſupply us with ſeveral other 

with Trypho, p. 267. 

collated 


Citations from Juſtin, p. 354. in the 


9. Athens 


collated with the former, p. 284, 254, 275, 281. collate p. 283, with 
227. for the Senſe of Ire Yov, p. 340, 287, 293, 294. collated 


is only t 


dered by this Rule. 
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9. Athenagoras very plainly owns the Communion of 
Nati | ol Ente 1 the Father and the Son. 
About to explain to the Heathen Philoſophers, who this 
Son of God is, whom the Chriftians , worſhip, he ſays, 
* That the Son of God is the Word of the Father in Idea and 
Energy. All T hings were by him, and for him, the Father, 
and tht Son being one, the Son in the Father, and the Father 
in the Son by the Unity and Power of the Spirit. The Son of 


God is the Mind and Mord of the Father. What Arian has 


poken fo of the Son of God ? He fays the Father and 
the Son are one, not by. Conſent only, as the Arians con- 
tend; bur by a mutual Comprehenſion, or, as the School- 
men ſpeak, a Circuminſeſſion ; ſo that the Son is in the 
Father, and the Father in the Son. He ſays the Son is 


the very Mind and Word of the Father (in what. Senſe 


that is to be underſtobd we ſhall ſhew hereafter) . This 
however is certain, that it is no way conſi ſtent with the 
Arian Doctrine. Nor is it to be neglected, that Athena- 
goras ſpeaking of the Creation, which in Scripture is attri- 


buted to the Son, not only teaches that all Things were 
made by him + Ji 2v7?, as an Inſtrument of no Force in 
it ſelf, Which the Arium grant; but by him Tevs dur, as 


an efficient Cauſe in Conjunction with the Father: And 
1 3 5 that 
2 


with p. 3 1. Apol. 1. Ed. Grab. F 32. In all which places the Divi- 


nity and Conſubſtantiality of Chriſt is aſſerted from his being the Object 


of. Adoration, his appearing and aſſiſting the Patriarchs, from the Scrip- 
ture of the Old Teſtament, and his being begotten of God by him- 


ſelf. And I take the Liberty to obſerve upon one Paſſage produced by Dr. 


Whitby f. 32. Ie is generally aſſerted by the Arians, that God is 4 
Term of Relation reſpecting Power, Sovererghty, &c. and that all in- 
tended 5 a Communication of the Godhead from the Father to the Son 


* 


the Cauſe of his being powerful Lord and God; but according to the 
Arian Ogog, is the ſame as que and x, and the whole a groſs 
Taurology. This will alſo be the Caſe of very many other places, if ren« 


| 75 10. Sect. 3. ch. 5. n. 4, 5, . 
+ Dr. Clarke is cited by. the Author of the Queries, concerning the 


Diftinfion implied in che Prepoſitions Ja; and uma; but no Notice is 
_— | K 2 | 


talen 


is But Juſtin ſays, That the Father is gt|ids avrw T8 vas 
eons fi g $20. This in good Senſe ſhould be tranſlated, is 
* 


— ET TR" 
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that, for this Reaſon, that the Father and the Son are one, 
namely in Nature and Eſſence, and therefore in Power and 
Operation, which is diametrically oppoſite to Ariariſm. 
A little after in the ſame place, Athenagoras expreſsly denies 
that the Son in the beginning proceeded from the Father 
to create the World i, as being made or created by the Fa- 
ther, which cuts the very Throat of Arianiſm. The 
place we will cite at large in the third Section. A little af- 
ter he gives us a full Confeſſion of the conſubſtantial Tri- 
nity in theſe Words: Who would not Wonder to hear ut 
call d Atheiſts, who ſay there is God the Father, God the Son, 
and the Holy Ghoſt, and explain their Power in Unity, and 
their Diviſion in Order? To which we have a paralle place 
elſewhere in the ſame Book, in theſe Words, explaining 


the Opinion of the Chriſtians concerning the Trinity. | 


Me ſay there is a God, and the Son his Ward, and the Holy 
Spirit, unitell in Power, Father, Son and Spirit. For the Son 
is the Mind, the Mord, the Wiſdom of the Father, and the 
Spirit is his Effiux, as the Light from the Fire. Here we 
may plainly gather, that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are 
one God; -that there is one Fountain of the Divinity, 
namely, the Father, from whoſe Eſſence the Son and Ho- 
ly Spirit are derived; ſo that the Son is the Word born 
and exiſting from Eternity of the Father's Mind (J ſhall 
clearly ſhew hereafter that Athenagoras meant thus) and 
that the Holy Spirit ſo flows out of, and proceeds from the 
Father through the Son (as I've ſhewn before) as Light 
proceeds from the Fire. By the bye you may obſerve, 
that Athenagoras equally acknowledges the Conſubſtantiali- 
ty of the Holy Ghoſt, as of the Son. * The Divine 
. Philoſopher proceeds immediately to ſpeak of Angels, and 
calls them Powers different from the Father, the Son, and 


taken of ede, wa as ſirong as db. In ſhort theſe Prepoſitions ave 
* ſed promiſcuouſly, but if the Author would infer from them a Subor- 
dination, he needs not give himſelf any Trouble; our Author will ſupply 
him with much better Arguments for it. Dr. Whitby without giving 
any Reaſon for it, but his own prejudicate Opinion, will have Athena- 
-goras write . avToy. p. il. p. 27. 
* The Dodtor pretends all the Authorities from Athenagoras co be In- 
terpolations, bus has not thought fit zo prove it in one Inſtance, 


che 
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the Holy Spirit, as being infinitely diftant from the un- 
created Nature of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Hence 
a little after he expreſsly ſays, Angels are made by God. 
What Petavius, Sandins, and others have cited from Athe- 


negoras as favouring Arianiſm, I ſhall ſhew in the third 


Section 8 the Son's Co- eternity to be miſtaken, 
As for the other Fathers of the firſt three Centuries, J here 


tell my Reader once for all, that whatever Paſſages out of 
them are alledged for the Arian Cauſe, though the Conſi- 


deration of them is omitted here, they are, if J miſtake 


not, clearly accounted for in the third and fourth Section. 


10. We have before heard Tarian s faying, that the 
Son is begotten of the Father, not by Abſeiſſon, but Par- 
ticipation, or Communication of the Father's Eſſence, as 
one Fire is kindled by another, which clearly declares the 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son, as I ſhewed in the fame 
place. Theophilus Antiochenns, * in his Books to Autolycus, 
the only remains of his Works, has ſome things which 
greatly confirm this Catholic Doctrine. Thus the Mrd 


dag Gol, dd b. of God. Whete he gather this ths. 


Son is God, becauſe barn of God; according to the Rule 
I have ſomewhere mentioned out of Irenaus s. What is 
born of God, is God x. The fame Perſon but a little be- 
fore had told us, that by the Son of God we muſt by all 


means underſtand the Ford, ahvays Exiſtent in the Mind of 
Go; manifeſtly ſignifying, that the Son always ſubſiſted 


in the Eſſence of the Father. That he acknowledged the 
whole Trinity, is alſo plain from his teaching, ? That the 


three Days before the Creation of the Sun and Moon, were 
Types of the Trinity, of God, his Mord, and his Wiſdom. 


Ch 5. Dr. Grabe adds two Citations from Tatian, Set. 22. 

p. 54. Lin. 8. Ed. Worth. Sed. 35. p. 77. Lin. 9. 'N. 4. of 
this Chapter. + Theophilus has more to this purpoſe, Book 3. p. 122, 
and again in the end of the third Book. 5 p. 100. p. 36. Iren. 
* This . of Irenæus, Dr. Whitby ſuggeſts to be not his Opinion, 

but that of the Valentinians; t this is a Miſrepreſentation. For Ire- 
næus there ſhewing how the Valentinians abuſed good Trinciples, and 
wreſted them to their purpoſe, together with ſeveral Paſſages of St. John 
mentions the Words cited, but no where engages in the Confutation of 
them, or once notes them as Heretical, but the contrary, 7 p. 94. 


K z Petavius 
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Petavins (who ſeems to have read the Fathers on purpoſe 
to find fault with them) calumniates T heophilys for theſe 
Words : *< Theophilus explains the Trinity far otherwiſe 
« than it is in the Chriſtian Profeſſion. For he ſays the 
te three Days in the beginning of the World preceding 
<« the Creation of the Sun and Moon were a Figure of the 
« Trinity, of God, his Mord, and his Wiſdom. There is 
* no mention of the Spirit, which he ſeems to confound 
ce with the Mord. For we have before ſhewn that he has 
ce called the Word the Spirit of God, and truly Wiſdom, ” 
To which I anſwer ; Thar the Antients uſed the Names 
of the ſecond and third Perſons in common, becauſe of 
their common Nature and Derivation from the ſame Foun- 
tain of the Deity. Hence, as they ſometimes call the ſe- 
cond Perſon the Spirit of God (I've ſhewed this before) the 
uſual Name for the third; fo they ſometimes call the third 
by the Name of Wiſdom, the uſual Name of the ſecond. 
J ſhall elſewhere obſerve this from Jrenæus and Origen, as 


well as Theophilus. Nor are the Fathers therefore to be 


cenſured, as canfounding the ſecond and third Perſons, be- 
cauſe from their Writings, and even from thoſe Places, 
where they confound the Names, it is very plain they di- 
ſtinguiſh the Perſons. Theophilus's own Words are ſuffi- 
- Cient to clear him. How can he be thought to have con- 
founded the third Perſon of the Deity with the Word, who 


expreſsly profeſſes a Trinity? Can the Father and Son 


without a third Perſon diſtinct from both conſtitute a Tri- 
nity ? It is therefore manifeſt that Theophilus did not con- 
found the Perſons, but the Names. 

Ix. I muſt ask my Reader's leave to turn off a little 
from the Monuments of the Holy Fathers, to the Wri- 
tings of an Heathen. The Author of a Dialogue aſcribed 
to Lucian, and entitled Philopatris , near the end, ſ. ang A 
I brings in a Chriſtian catechizing an Heathen (whom he 
therefore ſomewhere in that Dialogue calls a Catechwmen) 


and among other Things explaining the Myſtery of the 


De Trinitate, lib. 1. c. 3. n. 6, See ch. . n. 7. of this 
Section, and ch. 3. n. 11. of the 4th Sefion, 3 Luciani opera, p. 932. 
Vol. 2. Ed. Hagen. 1535. gk 


Trinity. 
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Trinity. The Heathen asks the Chriſtian, By whom 
then ſhall I ſwear ? 7riephon, the Chriſtian, anſwers; „ By 
ce the ſublime God, Great, Immortal, Heavenly, the Son 
&« of the Father, the Spirit proceeding from the Father, 
« One of Three, and Three of One. . Take theſe for 
« your Jove, deem this your God. The Heathen re- 
plics to this: „ I know not what you ſay, One Three, 
„ Three One.” Every Body muſt ſee the conſubſtantial 
Doctrine of the Trinity is here taught, or one God in 
three Perſons. Now there is no doubt, but the Author 
had taken this from the Chriſtian Diſcipline of chat Age. 
If this Dialogue was Lucian s, he flouriſht in the times of 
Marcus Antoninus (as that great Man J. Gerard Yoſſins 
* has clearly proved) about the 17oth Year of Chriſt, a 


= little after Juſtin, and was Contemporary with Tatian and 


Athenagoras, whoſe Doctrine Fve juſt explained. But Fa- 
cobus Aale in the Argumem of this Dialogue ſays it may 

be doubted, whether this Dialogue is Lucian s. As to the 
Argument, indeed it is nor unlike his Genius and Scurrili- 


&« ſtians. Hence he mentions in the end the Penſan Gran» 
cc deur, Suſa, and all the Coüntry of the Arabians ; all 
* which were conquered by Trajan, and again brought * 
« under the Roman Yoke, at that time, as we may ſee in 
ce Dio, Eutropius, and other Hiſtorians of that Age. Tf 
this be true, we may learn what the Faith of the Chriſti» 
ans was under Trajan, a great while before Lucian. But I 
ſhould rather think, that the Victory of M. Antoninus (in 


De Græcis Hiſtor. lib. 2. eh 
K 4 whoſe 
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whoſe times Lucian floutiht) over the Perſians is intended 
in the end of the Dialogue. For thus Sextus Aurelius writes 
of him; * Vnder his Conduct the Perſians were at laſt ſubdu d, 
though they had the better at firſt. And ſo plainly the Au- 
thor of the Dialogue ſpeaks near the end, where he brings 


In one Cleolaus in great haſte, puffing and blowing, to tell 


the joyful News ; The Grandeur of the Perſians antiently 
celebrated is fall n, and Suſa the famous City. The Notice 
alſo that is taken of certain Perſons in this Dialogue, who 
complained of the great Calamities of the Common- wealth 
of Rome, and preſaged greater, points out the times of 
Marcus Antoninus. Hear what Aurelius Victor writes con- 


cerning the beginning of this Reign. M. Antoninus 


c reigned eighteen Years. He was a Man of all Virtue, 
<« and a heavenly Wit, expoſed, as a Defender, to public 


« Calamities. For if he had not been born for thoſe 


„Times, the Roman State had periſhed all at once. There 
C was no reſt from Arms, and the Heat of War through 
all the Eaſt, /hria, Itah, and Gaul; Earthquakes which 


« deſtroyed Cities, Inundations, frequent Plagues, a kind 


« of Locuſt that devoured the Fruits, every Thing that 
« could the moſt ſenſibly aflict Mankind, raged in his 
« Reign.” This Dialogue therefore was either wrote by 
Lucian himſelf (which is my Sentiment) or by a Contem- 


rary of his (which is the ſame for my purpoſe). Let us 


r now what Sandius ſays againſt this Teſtimony. 
« T ſhould fay indeed that 7rypho (it ſhould be Triepho) 
«© intended that ſort of Men mentioned by Clem. Rom. 
6 Cunſtit. 6. 25. by Ignatius and Fuſtin, againſt Tryphe, 
« who are antienter than Lucian. He cares not what 
he ſays, or makes to ſerve his impious Cauſe. Who does 
not ſee that the Author of this Dialogue does not purpoſe 


to ridicule any one Sect, but the whole Chriſtian Religi- 


on? Moreover, the Heretics we read of in the Places no- 
ted by Sandius, faid the Son was the God over all, f. e. 
the Father. But in this ſhort Confeſſion of the Trinity, 


In Libro de Cæ aribus, in M. Aurelio Antonino. 2 Epitome, 
M. Antonino. 3 Enucl. Hiſt. lib. 1. p. 88. + Ep. ad Trall. & 
Tarſeus. | 
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the ſablime God, namely, the Father, is firſt named, as 
the Fountain of the Deiry ; then the Son of the Father, 
as a Perſon diſtin& from the ſupreme God, and Father of 
all Things; who yet is ſo joined in Nature with the Spi- 
rit to the Father, as that they three make one God, and 
yet are three; which Doctrine is, and always was, the Do- 
ctrine of the Catholics, but widely different from the Opĩ- 
nion of Sandius's Heretics. Beſides, Critias the pretended 
. Catechumes derides this Doctrine as incomprehenſible, be- 
cauſe of the one three, and three one; but Sandins's Heretics 
defined God to be one ſingle Perſon, who under a three» 
fold Appearance, was ſometimes called Father, ſometimes 
Son, and ſomerimes Holy Ghoſt, in which Sentiment there 
is nothing incomprehenſible. Laſtly, Critias afterwards in 
the ſame place ſcoffingly ſwears by the Son, being inſtru- 
Red by Triephon, thus: By the Son, who proceeds from the 
Father, this ſhall not be. Now the Catholics acknowledged 
the Son, as exiſting from the Father : But the Heretics, 
whoſe Senſe Sardius would have explained in this Dialogur, 
ad.not. Its aclear Cale ; a 


: * Lucian, p. 937: 
292222290 $020-292494620092 $4920.24 
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Irenæus' Doctrine concerning the Son of God, 
plainly confirming the Nicene Creed. 


FT ET wnow atrentively hear what the Holy Biſhop 
and Martyr Jrenens learnt of his Apoſtolical Maſter 


Poohcarp, and taught others concerning this Matter. I have 


promiſed before what famous Teſtimonies I would brin 
againſt the Arians from this Writer; whether I have if. 
charged my ſelf, or not, I leave to the Judgment of any 
Man not exceeding partial, Book 3. Ch. 6. Ireneus is whol- 
ly taken up in proving, that neither our Lord, nor th: Holy 
| | Spirit, 
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irit, nor the Apoſtles did ever definitively and abſolutely call 
im God, who 2 God, unleſi he 3 by ; £4 any 
one Lord in his own Perſon, unleſs him, who rules all Things, 
God the Father, and his Son. A little after he alledges Te 
fame Teſtimony * with Fuſtin ; T hy Throne, O God, is 
for ever, & c. and ſubjoins, By the name God the Spirit /ig- 
mify both, the Son, ho is anointed, and the Father, who 
enoints him. Hence we form this Argument: Whoſoever 
is in Holy Scripture definitively and abſolutely called God, 
is true God: But the Son as well as the Father is in Scrij 


ture definitively and abſolutely called God : Therefore 4 


Son as well as the Father is true God. The Premilles are 


Ireneuss, and the Concluſion neceſſarily follows from them. 


Irenæus adds, That zuhen the Srripture calls thoſe Gods , who 
are not ſo, it does not abſolutely ſignify them to be Gods; but 
| we? * and Qualification, by which they are ſhewn not 
to be God. 
2. To this we muſt add another place; * Our Lord 
and Maſter (ſays he) in the Anſwer he gave to the Sad- 
ducees, who ſay there is no Reſurrection, thereby diſ- 
honouring God, and derogating from the Law, both 
ſhewed there was a Reſurrection, and manifeſted a God, 
when he ſaid ro them, Je err not knowing the Scripture, 
nor the Power of God. Have ye not heard concerning the 
Reſurrettion, what was ſpoken by God, ſaying, I am the 
God of Abraham, and the God of Iſaac, and the God of 
Jacob? And he added, God is not the God of the Dead, but 
of the Living, for all live to him. By theſe Words he 
made it manifeſt, that he is the God of the Living, 
who. ſpake to Moſes out of the Buſh, and manifeſted 
himſelf to be the * God of the Fathers. For who ſhould 
* and over whom there is no other God.” And a little 
after; Therefore the living God who was adored b 
«© the Prophets, is the God of the Living, and his Word, 
« who ſpoke to Moſes, who refuted the Phariſees, and 


p. 246. bid. * Ibid. p. 328. * believe it is falſe 


Printed in Biſhop Bull ¶ Deum Patrem | Feuardentius, from whoſe Edition 


he cited it» reads Deum Patrum}. + Ibid. 


at proved 


be God of the Living, but he who is God over all, 
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« proved [gave] the Reſurrection. Sometime after he 
thus concludes, Therefore Chriſt with the Father is the 
« God of the Living, who ſpoke to Moſes, and was ma- 
ce nifeſted to the Fathers. What can be more clear? 
According to /renexs, he that ſpoke to MAoſes out of the 
Buſh, Ws, manifeſted himſelf ro the Fathers, is the living 
God, the God of the Living, God over all, aboye whom 
there is no other God; and according to the fame Jrenexs, 
Chriſt with the Father is he who ſpoke to Moſes, and was 
manifeſted to the Fathers; therefore Chriſt with the Fa- 
ther is the living God, the God of the Living, God over 
all, above whom there is no God; which Irenexs affirms 
in Terms. 2 3 
3. This is greatly confirmed by Irenens's Citation of 
St. Paul in the ſame Words, and the ſame Senſe *, in which 
the Catholics now take it. For being about to prove againſt 
the Heretics, That Jeſus was not one, aud Chriſt another, 
but both one and the ſame t, after other places he cites this 
of St. Paul; and again, writing to the Romans concern- 
ing Iſrael, he ſays, Whoſe are the Fathers, and of whom 
is Chriſt according to the Fs who is over all God bleſ- 
fed for ever. Eraſmus, and others who have followed 
him, have endeavoured to render this irrefragable Teſti- 
mony uncertain : For he has invented a threefold Con- 
ſtruction of the Words, one of which only acknowledges 
the Deity of the Son. But the antient Father Trenaus 
knew no other than the received Reading and Conſtru- 


> 


. * Dr. Whitby e not in the fame Senſe, but js 
forced to omit the word Deum, or God, in Irenæus. A ſtrange way of 
ſupporting true Religion by 8 {roſs repeated Acts of Falſehoed. Vide 
Eraſmum in locum, item Feuardentii Comment. in Irenzi locum, ge. 

+ Dr. Whitby expreſſes an uncommon concern that the Biſhop ſhould 
impoſe upon his Reader, in telling him that it was Irenzus's Purpoſe in 
this place to prove that Feſus and Chriſt were one and the fame God. 
But the Biſhop has no where ſaid ſo. The word [God] is a Forgery of the 
Doctors. Agam, though it. was not the purpoſe of this Chrift to prove 
that Point, yet it is plainly aſſerted in it, Sed unum & eundem {cire- 
mus Deum fuiſſe, with more to the am: end, as the Doclſur awns, ? p. 276. 
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Rion ;. * nor Tertullian, nor Novation, nor Cyprian, (tho? 0 
Eraſmus has told us otherwiſe, being deceived by a falſe 
Copy,) nor Origen, nor Athanaſins, nor Greg. Nyſſen, nor 


Marius J ictorinus, nor Hilarins, nor Ambroſe, nor Au- 
guſtine, nor Cyril, nor Idacius, nor Caſſian, nor Greg. Magnus, 
nor dorus Hiſpalenſis, nor almoſt any other of the Fa- 
thers. “ They (lays Petavins *) bring Eraſmus in guilty 
«of ſtrange Raſhneſs, becauſe he is not afraid ro fay : 
c Thoſe who. contend that it is clearly evinced from this place, 
t that Chriſt is plainly called God, either ſeem to truſt little to 
< the other Scripture Teſtimonies, or to have a mean Opinion 
« of the Wit of the Arians, or not attentively to conſider the 
« Words of the Apoſtle.” Petavins adds, This is falſe and 
inpudent, for which Bea has reprehended him, Burt I re- 
turn to Jrenæus, 3 
4- In a very noted Place ? he ſays, God made all Things 

in 477 2 Order; and there is pes Tous is not mea- 
bred by him, becauſe nothing not compoumded by him. And he 
7 120 15% ſaid 5 7 , Father himſelf is mea- 
ured in the Son; for the Son is the meaſure of the Father, 
becanſe be contains, or comprehends him. What can be clear- 
er? He teaches that the Son is commenſurate to the im- 
menſe Father, that he contains and comprehends him, how 
great ſoever he is, and therefore is in all reſpects equal, 
except that he is from the Father. For to contain the 
Father, and be equal to the Father, is with Irenens the 
fame. Thus in the Fable of Valentinus, where Bythus 
begat Nun like and equal to himſelf, from whom he proceeded, 
and alone containing the Greatneſs of the Father. But it is 
to be noted, that this is not 2 ſingle Teſtimony, does 


Contra Prax. c. 8. & 15. de Trinitate, c. 13 & 30. Cypr. lib. 2. 
Teſtimon. contra Judzos, Origen in Rom. ix. 5. Athanaſ. Orat. 2 & 
5. contra Arianos, & in lib, de communi Eſſentia. Greg. Ny. lib. 
10. contra Eunom. Marcus Victorinus, lib. 1. contra Arium. Hylar. 
lib. 4 & 8. Ambr. lib. 1. de Spiritu Sancto, c. 3. & lib. 4. de fide, 
cap. 6. Auguſt. lib. 2. de Trin. cap. 13. & lib. 1. contra Fauſt. cap. 
3 & 6. Cyril. lib. 1. Theſauri, Idacius contra Varimadum, lib. 1. 
Caſſian. in initio, lib. 3. de Incarn. Greg. Mag. Homil. 8. in Ezech. 
Ifidorus Hiſpal. Libro de different. Num. 2. 2 De Trin. lib. 2. 
pp. ie. | 2 
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not only declare the Senſe of Irenæui, but allo of an Au- 
thor more antient, or at leaſt Contemporary with him. 
Obſerve now how the * Author of the Irenicum endea- 
yours- to evade this invincible Teſtimony. He anſwers, 
| «. + That Trenæus does not ſay the Son meaſures the Father 
te every way, but he ſpeaks of that meaſure he had juſt 
ec before ſpoke of, that he fulfils, performs, and contains 
cc thoſe Things of the Law, which hitherto were mea- 
cc ſured and determined by the Father; or if he ſpeaks 
& of another meaſure, namely, that of Knowledge, | 
c underſtands it perfect, in its Kind, not abſolutely ſo.” 
As to the firſt Part of this Anſwer, it is plainly Sophi- 
ſtical. For the Words, upon which we rely, that the 
immenſe Father is meaſured in the Son, are not immediate- 
ly. connected with thoſe which Jrenæus ſpoke concerning 
the Law, in the beginning of the Chapter. There. he 
affirms *, that there was a determined Time to the old 
ritual Law, that as it begun in /ofes, it ended in Johr. 
Then paſſing from this particular to the univerſal, by the 
bye, he 6th that God made all Things in Order and 
Meaſure, -. that every ng. is meaſured by God. The 
Holy Man employed in theſe Thoughts, is ſuddenly as 
it were in a Rapture, (a Thing not uncommon to theſe 
Writers) and beholds God ſo pleaſed with Meaſure and 
Proportion, as that he would have a Meaſure of himſelf, 
of his own Infinity and Immenſity. This he confirms b. 
an excellent ſaying of a certain Catholic Writer, That t 
immenſe Father himſelf, is meaſured in the Son, &c. Then 
recollecting himſelf, and receding from this Flight, he 
comes again to the Point in Hand, the Proof, that all 
the old Teſtament Diſpenſation was temporal. Any at- 
tentive Reader, will ſoon find this to be a true Analyſis 
of this Chapter. Beſides, who in his Senſes, can think 
it the Senſe of theſe Words | the immenſe Father himſelf, 
is meaſured in the Son, &c.] That God would ſet a de- 
terminate Time to the ritual Law of MAaſes, that it ſhould 


p. 46. + Dr. Whitby has advanced the ſame Ob jection as fol- 
low, without taking any Notice of the Anſwers given io them by Bi. 
hep Bull, 2 p. 325. 00" . 
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begin with Abet, ceaſe, be fulfilled and aboliſhr 
Chriſt? For Irene manifeſtly treats, nor of the mo 
erpetual, and eternal, but of the ceremonial Law, as you 
"may phanly ſer in theſe Words: I: begun in Moſes, and 
Conſequently ended iri Tom. He treats of the Pan the 
Law, 27 K was to have an end, when the Was 
manifeſted. As to rhe ſecond Anſwer, Ireneus Heile ex- 
preſſly, not of a Meafure perfect in its Kind, but of an 
abſolute, adequate Meuse ſuch a Meaſure as that the 
rr of Father, how immenſe ſoever, might be meaſured 
There is certainly an 98 in the Word 2 
fir), nor can theſe Words immenſe Father 5 
mraſured in the Son] ſignify 110 Thing elſe, but Fer, the 
Father, as immenfe, not to be Sit prehended by any Crea- 
5 „is indeed combrehended bY the Son. Whether 
Greg. T haumat. had reſpe& to . ni Place, or not, 1 
can't fay, but he has iv Ve us the Senſe of it, where he 
. 11. the Father did circumſcribe himſelf by his Son, 
ich a little after he explains, ſaying, that he was equal 
'i# all Power to the Father. Thirdly, *the Sophiſt in vain 
*endeavours to. elude this Place by another. For neither 
does Trenzns there ſay, that a Man comprehends the Great 
neſs of the Father, or that the immenſe Father himſelf is 
meaſured in him. And in another Place he clearly ex- 
plains how a pions Man may contain God. The Words 
are theſe: „The Prophets foretold that Men ſhould 
« ſee God, as Ley our Lord fays, Bleſſed are the pure 
e in Heart, for ſpall fee God. But in his Greatneſs 
« and Mica FO f fi no Man ſhall ſee God, and live. 
cc IV the Father is incomprehenſible ; but this he will 
rant to thoſe that love him, to {ce God in his Love, 
is Tenderneſs, and his Omnipotence. Here Trenaus 
Sey denies that the pure in Heart ſee God, comprehend 
him in his Greatneſs, c. This Way God can't be ſeen 
by Man or Creatures (upon which Account he ſays a 
little before, that God in his Greatneſs ; 0 anten to all 
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ade by him) but in the Place controverted, he 


that are ma 
= teaches that the Son comprehends his Father in 
his Greatneſs, ſo as that the immenſe Father himſelf is mea- 
fared in the Son. More Words we need not, in ſo cleat 
J. It would be infinite to produce all, Inez has faid : - 
in the Cafe, I'lt therefore content my ſelf with adding a 
few Teſtimonies, which ſtrike at the very Foot of Ari. 
aniſm. Thus he repreſſes the prodigious Arrogance of 
the Yalentinians, who pretended to Omniſcience, by a 
Compariſon betwixt Man and the Son of God. « If 
<-2ny one can't find out the Cauſe of all Things, let 
<« him conſider, that he is Man, infinitely leſs than God, 
ce that he hath received! Grace, in Part, that he is not 
equal or like to his Maker, that he can't have the 
< Knowledge and Experience of all Things, as God hath, 
ce that fo much as he who is made to Day, and had a 
beginning, is leſs than him who was never made, and 
& is always the fame, ſo much muſt he alſo be leſs in 
« Knowledge, and ſearching our the Cauſes of all Things. 
« For, O Man, thou art not unmade, thou didſt not 
« always exiſt with God, as his ov» proper Mord, hut thro? 
< his eminent Goodneſs having received a beginning, thou 
“ learn'ſt by little and little of the Mord, the Diſpoſitions 
of him thar made thee. Keep the Order of thy Know- 
“ ledge, and climb not above God, as being ignorant of 
« Good, &c.” Theſe Words are too clear to need any 
Explication or Deduction. There is another parallel place, 
* where Irenæus makes a Compariſon between the Son of 
God, and the Creatures, thus: “ Nor- ſhall any Thing 
« made and in Subjection be compared with the Word of 
©. God, by whom all Things were made, who is our 
« Lord Jeſus Chriſt. Becaufe, wherher they are Angels, 
<<. or Arch-Angels, or Thrones, or Dominions, they are 
* made by him who is God over all, by his Word. So 
« Jahn hath told us. For when he had faid of the Word 
«© of God, that he was in the Father, he added, Al T hings 
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« were made by him, and without him, was nothing made. 
*. David, allo when he had particularly enumerated his 
<<. Praiſes, every Thing, the Heavens, and all the Powers 
1 therein, added, for he commanded," and they were created, 
& he ſpoke, and they were madg. Whom aid be command ? 
* The Word; by whom the Heavens were made, and the 
« Hoſt of them by the Breath of his Month; David again 
« ſays, Thar he made all Things freely, and as he would. 
« Our God is in Heaven above, and on Earth, he hath done 
« whatſoever pleaſed him. Now the Things that are made 
'« are different from him that made them, and thoſe ap- 
« pointed from him that appointed them. He is u & 
ce without beginning, without end, he wants nothing, is 
« ſelf· ſufficient, gives to all other Things their Being. 
cc The Things made by him had a beginning, and as ſuc 
ec may have an end, are ſubject, indigent. It is altoge- 
« ther neceſſary they ſhould have a different Name, eſpe- 
« cially amohgſt Men of any Diſcernment in ſuch Things; 
« fo that, he who made all Things, * with his Word, be 
cc juſtly and alone called God and Lord; but nor that thoſe, 
cc who are made, ſhould participate, or juſtly. take to 
cc themſelves the Name of their Creator. Here Ireneus 
plainly teaches, that the Word or Son of God is at ſuch 
an infinite Diſtance from all Things, which are made and 
ſubjected, whatſoever they be, that they upon Account of 
their being conſtituted, made and ſubjected, are not to be 
compared with him. He teaches that the ſame Son of God is 
uncreated, as well as the Father; Eternal, wanting nothing, 
ſelf-ſufficient, and moreover giving to all Things their Be- 
ing. Moreover, he expreſsly teaches, that the Word, or 
* Dr, Whitby would have the Particle [cum or with] left out, be- 
co? Dr. Grabe has obſerved that it is not in the Arundel Manuſcript ; 
| thus, ſays he, the Words will have another Senſe, and the begin- 
ning and end of the Chapter be conſiſtent. But if this were admitted, 
tt would be of no Uſe to him; nay, it would render both the Doctor 
'Irenzus inconſiſtent. How often in this Book has the Doctor called o 
Saviour God; and does he here affirm that he is not juſtly to be called 
fo ? Does not Irenæus in this place make a Diſtinction betwrxt all created 


Beings and Chriſt? Aud this notwithſtanding, is Chriſt a created Being f 
Or bas the Doctor found ſome Medium; | 
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Son of God, becauſe. uncreated, and the Creator of all 

Things ought to have the W of the ſame Name 
with the Father, but that it was abuſively and im roperly 
given to any other Being. Laſtly, All theſe Things he 
aſſerts with ſuch Heat, as to 3 they have not common 
Senſe, who do not know how thus to diſtinguiſh between 
an uncreated Nature and Creatures. I know not whether 
any Poſt-Nicene Catholic Doctor has ſpoke more effectual- 
ly againſt Arianſm. | * 
6. But yet this place has not eſcaped Petaviuss Cen- 
ſure n. The good Father had cited the Words of the 
Pſalmiſt, He commanded, and they were created, &c. and 
added, Whom did he command ? The Sun. From hence the 
Jeſuit gathers, that a certain under Part, a miniſterial Fun- 
tion is attributed to the Son in the Creation, ſuch as he 
ſignifies in another places. But where is the Candor and 
Equity of the Man? How eaſily might he have inter- 
preted theſe Words in a good Senſe by the Context? For 
God commanded his Son to create the World, not as a 
Lord commands his Servant, (/renexs expreſsly excepts him 
out of the Number of thoſe Beings which are made, and 
in Subjection, ) but as a Father his Son, partaker with him 
of the ſame uncreated Nature, and divine Power. God 
comtnanded his Word to make the World, i. e. it was the 
Will of God that the World ſhould be made by his Word, 
the Will of the Word it ſelf concurring. Hence Petavins 3, 
having forgot himſelf, ſays in another place, that /renens 
and ſome of the Poſt-Nicere Fathers, the ſevereſt Adverſa- 
Ties of the Arian Hereſy uſed this way of ſpeaking without 


> Offence. Thus he writes: «There are ſome, who have 


cc uſed the fame way of ſpeaking, without Offence, ſo as 
« to think thoſe Words, Let us make Man, tend that way 
« have an imperative Senſe. So Jrenæus ſays, the Word 
ec was unmade, and eternal, and that God commanded 
« him to make all Things; and elſewhere *, that Man 

Es . Was 


Petav. de Trin. lib. 1. c. 3. n. 7. Sandius, Enucl. Hiſt. Hb. f. 
p. of. 55 336-1802. C7 3. p. 47. Not Accue 
rately gited, but in Senſe and Subſtance. In this place Chrift is Plain 
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ec was created, the Father willing and commanding, the. 


«. Son executing and effecting it. Bail calls the Father, 
ec the Giver of Orders, the Son the Executor of them. 
4e 2 So Cyril, Athanaſms alſo, thus interprets theſe very 
« Words of the Hfalmiſt. So Marius Viktor: Which 
c when the Almighty Som repleniſht with the | Father's Mind 
ce made at God's command. The Author of a Piece amongſt 
e HAuguſtines Works, ſays the Son adminiſtred to . 
« Father in making every Thing, becauſe all Things were 
ec made by him. Thus Proſper upon the Words, He com- 
cc „ and they were created. What God ſpeaks, he 
« ſpeaks to the Word, and the Word by whom all Things 
«*« are made, executes his Command. So you have Pera- 
ius Anſwer to Petavins. But Jrenexs had ſaid that God 
himſelf made all Things freely, and in Proof of it cited 
[theſe Words: Our God is in Heaven above, aud in Earth, 
be hath done whatſoever he pleaſed.” Upon this the Author 
of the Irenicum thus argues: As if he ſhould fay, that 
« the Word made all Things at the command of the Father; 
ec but God whatſoever he would, freely. Which Oppoſi- 
cc tion hints, that the Father is greater than the Son. If the 
Heretic had attentively read Ireneus, he would have for- 
bore ſuch an inſipid Cavil. For when Lrenæus ſays that 
"God the Father Feely made all Things by his Son, the 
Word, he oppoſes the Groſtics, who contend; that the 
World was made by inferior Powers, and different from 


" * 


theſe two Things againſt them in very many places. (I.) 
That this World was not made by inferior Powers, that 
were not of the Nature and Eſſence of God, but hy the 
fupreme God with his own Off-ſpring,, and his um Hands, 
(as Trenens ſpeaks,) i. e. by the Son and Holy Spirit. 
(2.) That * World was made, not by certain Powers 


the 1 and Will. The good Biſhop proves 
*hi 


» difliaguiſhe from Man, and by-collating this with that other [Non 5 | 


.infectus, homo, Cc. ] ariſes a ſtrong Argument for our Lord's Di- 
onmity. 
He sp. Sn. c. 16. Cyril lib. 29. Theſauri. 3 De decretis 


Synodi Nicenz, & Orat. contra Gentes. Lib 1. derefam Crea- 


.tigne, + ? De Incarnat, Tom. 4. op. Auguſtini. 


ſeparate 


— 


Norns lcd $422 WHEN 8 : r OY RW 8 ai c Es A SE a 2s DL OE beret ME AER and „ RRR . 8 
ccc V2 r eee B 2 ; z POE T . 3 Y 
OE: E 178 „ + NN r 8 « 2% 2 who BGG * 1 E F Rage WT 
n „ re * e A 3 A L * Ty 8 * 2 . e 
> 9 by 99 8 TH a . 9 2 8 i k . - 4 
, - E $5 * 8 e ure 5 4 N ee P c ˙ Tm. 
8 W y 3 4 Web 4 n RD \ 3 © 3: fa l 8 ** I TAG: R 
* I RAA AA J ͤ vb VJ 
5 - Gt OS ys. 8 r XJ n bot, 7 n — — * \ & 4 ö 3 7 
9 wa Rs MIR Ha ie 8 e Srl EOS . 2 2 os 4 5 
J a $46, . 8 — 5 ? LVL TS 5 0 


1 Loan” 


the NICENE FAI TH. 147 


garate from the Will of God, (as Irenæus ſpeaks,) that is 
hm —— rs He than God bond lint them; 
but that it was produced by God himſelf, by the Son, and 
Spirit, adviſealy, and freely. I muſt repeat, that whoſo- 
ever does not take this to be the Mind and Meaning of 
the good Father, muſt either never haye ſeen him, or read 
him very celle. dai zu cee 0 | 1 
7. As for the other place which Petavius carps at 2 
this very Account, I anſwer, that Fenens does not there 
mean a Miniſter, Who is out of, or foreign to the Father 
(as the Arians do) but one that is Conſubſtantial and Con- 
natural; or rather, that he only means that God the Fa- 
ther made the Work of the Creation by the Son and Holy 
HPpirit, Which Worles the Heretics attributed to miniſtring 
5 Angel and inferior Powers. See the very Words of Ire- 
news, * « The Son who is the Word of God laid out 
« theſe Things from the beginning, the Father not ſtand- 
<& ing in 3 of Angels for the Creation of the World, 
cc and the making Man, for whom the World was created, 
<< nor again wanting a miniſterial Power for making thoſe 
Things that are made, and the diſpoſing the Affairs of 
the World, after the Formation of Man, but having a 
1 « ſufficient and ineffable one. For his own Off-ſpring 
and Impreſs miniſters to him in all Things, i. e. the 
Son and Hohy Spirit, the Word and Wiſdom, to whom 
e Angels are ſubject and miniſter. As if he ſhould 
have ſaid: The Father of all had no need of Miniſters to 
make the Creature, not Angels, or other inferior Powers 
diſtinct from his Nature and Eſſence (as you Heretics 
7 raſhly and impiouſſy imagine). Abundantly ſufficient for 
this and every Thing elſe is his own Off- ſpring, who is 
from him, and in him, the Son and Holy Spirit, Beings fo 
1 far from a ſervile Condition, that every Creature, even the 
4 Angels themſelves, are ſubject to them, ſerve and obey 
29 them. Strange Arianiſm indeed! However, for the clearer 
Explication of this Matter, take a few more Citations of 
this Father. „All Things were made by him, and wir. 
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cc gut him was nothing made. Here is no Exception, but 
ce the Father made all Things by him, whether viſible or 
c jnviſible, ſenſible or intellectual, Temporal for a certain 
ce purpoſe, or Eternal: He made all theſe Things, not by 
« Angels, or Powers different from his Mind, for the 


giving Being to them. The fame Doctrine he delivers 
in another place: * There is only one God the Creator, 
e who is above all Principality, and Power, and Domini- 
6 on, and Dignity. He is the Father, the God, the 
cc Creator, the Builder, the Maker, that made theſe Thin 
« by himſelf, i. e. who made the Heaven, the Earth, the 
« Seas, and all that in them is by his Son and Holy Spi- 
« rit. Again, in a place parallel to this he ſays: © The 
Angels then did not make, did not form us; they could 
« not make the Image of God, nor any but the Word 
« of God, no Power diſtin& from the Father. Nor did 


« the Father ſtand in need of them to make what he had 


« before deſigned, as if he had not Hands of his own. 
« He has always with him the Word and Wiſdom, the 
* Sonand Spirit, by whom, and in whom he freely made 
« all Fhings, and to whom he ſpeaks, ſaying, Let us make 
% Man after our Image and Similitude ; he taking from 
« himſelf the Subſtance of the Creatures, the Copy of the 
Things made, and the Figure of the Ornaments of the 
„ World.” In theſe places he aſſerts that Identity of 
Eſſence of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit (which he 
calls M iſdom, as alſo T heophilus Antiochenus, 8c. doth) as 
is conſiſtent with a Diſtinction of Perſons &; ſo as to ſay 
that the Father creating all Things by the Son and Spirit, 
created them by himſelf. From all this 1t is manifeſt St. 


p. 244 p. 369. * Dr. Whitby is very unfortunate in his 
| Nore upon this place. He fays, © Treneus has nothing concerning the 
Diſtinction of Perſons, (the mention of this is ſufficient). And that 
the word Perſona is only once found in his Works.” But if the 
Jae learned Man pleaſes only to conſult, p. 113. of his own Book, he 
will find a Paſſage cited from Trenzus, in which there is not only the 
word Perſona a ſecond time, but a Diſtinclian Ferſons implied. 


Lreneu 


« God of all Things wants nothing, but by his Word and 
Spirit, making, diſpoſing, governing all Things, and 
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Trenens was far from Arianiſin, and was altogether of the 
ſame. Opinion with the Wicene Fathers. 


8. What the Author of the [renicum, Sandins, and others 


| ſay of this Father, namely, that he held that the Son of 
God, as God, knew not the Dav and Hour of the laſt 


Judgment, is a ſenſeleſs Cavil. For thus he writes: * If 
on 


cc 
«c 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
ic 
ec 
cc 
ce 
ce 


the Son in all Things, our Lord fays, 


any one ask why, the Father —— himſelf ro 

at He alone 
knows the Hour and the Day, he can't find a more fit, a 
more decent, or leſs e een Reaſon at preſent than 


this, that, ſince our Lord is the only veracious Teacher, 


we may learn by him that the Father is above all. For 
the Father, ſaith he, is greater than I; and the Father is 


therefore preferred for his Knowledge, by our Lord, to 


ſhew us, that as we are in the Figure of this World, we 
ſhould leave perfect Knowledge, and ſuch Queſtions as 
theſe ro God, leſt perhaps ſeeking to find out the Per- 
fection of the Father, we run the great hazard of bei 
brought to enquire, whether there be not one G 
above another. I confeſs, the Words at firſt fight 


ſeem to attribute Ignorance to the Son of God, as he is 


moſt properly God, but if theſe Sophiſts had been at lei- 
ſure to have read the whole Chapter, they would have 
found the meaning of the Father to be quite otherwiſe. 
For thus he has wrote concerning our Lord Chriſt a little 


cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
(c 


before theſe words: * «© Though the Spirit of our Savi- 


our, which is in him, ſearches all Things, even the 
Heights of God, yet with reſpect to us, there are Di- 
viſions of Graces, of Miniſters, and of Operations ; 
and as we upon Earth, as St. Paul faith, Know in part, 
and 1 in part; ſo we ſhould leave the Knowledge 


<« of all Queſtions to him, who gives us Grace in part. 


By the Spirit of our Saviour, mult be underſtood his Di- 


p. 2079, * Dy, Whitby ſays the Spirit here means, not the Di- 


vine Nature of Chriſt, but the Spirit of God, which was in him, and 


affirms that [ſearches all Things] rs to be underſtood in a popular, not a 


ſtrict Senſe ; not all univerſally, but all that is needful, concealing froms 
is Reader what follows, namely, the Oppoſition made between our Knows» 


ledge, which is partial, and our Lord's, which is perfect. 
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vine Nature. For fo he, as well as others by me noted 
before, call the Godhead. If he was not a Man, but 
* only appeared to be ſo, then neither was the Spirit of 
& God, which he was, real, firm; and ſtable. ”. Anda 
little after: In a word, the Word of the Father, and 
« the Spirit of God, united to the antient Subſtance of the 
« Formation of Adam, made a living and perfect Man. 
It is therefore plain that Irenaus attributed Ignorance to the 
Man Chriſt, but a perfect Omniſcience to the Spirit, ot 
his Divinity. Nor will-it ſeem abſurd to any ſober Man, 
that the Divine Wiſdom impreſſed its Effects upon the 
Humane Mind of Chriſt, as the times called for it, that 
Chriſt, as Man, increaſed in Wiſdom, and conſequently in 
the time of his Miſſion, in which he had no need of that 
Knowledge, might be ignorant of the Day of Judgment, 
though the Papiſts greatly inveigh againſt the Reformed 
for this Opinion, and amongſt x oh Feuardentius elpecial- 
ly *, a bitter foul-mouth'd Perſon, who fays, that we, the 
latter Gnoſtics don't differ at all from the Antient, and calls 
us a Generation of Vipers. But to return to Irenæus, it is 
certain that Holy Doctor does every where elſe fo ſpeak of 
the Son of God, as of a Son, who perſectly knew both 
the Nature and Will of his Father. I add, that the fame 


Ireneus does every where accuſe the G»oſtics of Impiety, 


for making the Wiſdom and Only-begotten of the Father 
ſubject ro Tgnorance. His Words concerning the Wiſdom 


are more eſpecially clear: C How is it not vain that th 


ct ſay his Wiſdom is in Ignorance, Inferiority and Paſſi- 
re on? Theſe Things are different from, nay, contrary to 

Wiſdom, and not Properties of it. For where there is 
an Ignorance, or Neglect of that which is good, there 
* Wiſdom is not. Let them not call the on that ſuf- 
« fered, Wiſdom, but either omit his Name, or his Paſ- 

ſion. ]s there any one can believe Irenæus would ob- 
ject to the Heretics the making their fictitious Wiſdom 
liable fo Tgnorance, when he imputed the fame Imperfecti- 
on to the real Wiſdom, the Son of God 2 Beſides, We 


cc 


cc 


Lib. 5. c. 1. In locum. p. 180. 


have 
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have heard Vrenæus ſay, that the immenſe Father is meaſu- 
red in the Son, that the Son contains and comprehends 
the Father. Is it credible the Perſon who wrote this, 
ſhould fay the Son is ignorant of any Part of the Father's 
Will? Laſtly, He rejects the Words of the ſame Vrenæ- 
#s aforecited, who has ſo much as a doubt in the Cafe 
before us. For there making a Compariſon between the 
Son of God and Man, he oppoſes the Omniſcience, which 
the Valentiniaus impiouſly arrogated to themſelves, with 
this Argument: That no Man, no Creature was equal to, 
or like his Maker, or did always co-exiſt with God, as his 
oun Son did. It is certain therefore that Jrenæus granted 
the moſt abſolute Omniſcience to the proper Son of God, 
as being equal to him, and always exiſting with him. 
9. But Trenæus is accus'd by Sandins and his Friends; 
for never mentioning the Divinity of the Holy Spirit. 
I have therefore thought it proper to vindicate him by 
the bye; I will then briefly ſhew. (1.) That Jrenexs 
believed the Holy Spirit to be a Perſon diſtin& from the 
Father and the Son, and not the mere Power of the Fa- 
ther without any diſtin& Subſiſtence. (2.) That he 
believed the Holy Spirit to be a Divine Perſon, of the 
ſame Nature and Eſſence with the Father. The former 
of theſe two Points is ſufficiently proved (to omit many 
other) from theſe Places: Receiving + Teſtimony from all 
that he is truly Man, and truly God, from the Father, the 
Holy Spirit, Angels, &c. Where it is clear the Father 1s 
one Witneſs, the Holy Ghoſt another, and both of them 
different from the Son, to whom they give Teſtimony. 
He alludes to the Baptiſm of Chriſt, where all the three 
Perſons of the Holy Trinity ſhew'd themſelves diſtinctly, 
the Father in a Voice from Heaven, the Son in humane 


Fleſh, and the Holy Ghoſt in the Shape of . a Dove de- 


h 337. + Dy. Whitby gives us the former Part of this Ci- 
tation in his own Words, though in a different Character; and though 
our Bleſſed Lord is affirmed by Irenæus to be vere Deus, truly God, he 
leaves out the Word true, and proceeds. Obſervations of this Kind are 
every where to be met with, 11 Perſon is inclined to look after them ; 
but as the Credit of ſuch a Citer will never affect 4 Cauſe, it would 
ve lojt Labour to enlarge this Part of the Work, 


L 4 ſcending 
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ſcending upon him. A little after: There is one God the 
Father, one Son, and one Holy Spirit. Theſe neceſſarily 
make three Perſons, and it is alſo plain Jrenæus calls the 
Holy Spirit one, in the ſame Senſe, in which he calls the 
Son one; but all confeſs he took the Son to be one di- 
ſtint Perſon. The cleareſt Place is part of one before 
Cited at large. For there is always preſent with him 
&« [the Father | the Word and Wiſdom, the Son and Spi- 
« rit, by whom, and in whom, he made all Things free- 
& ly, to whom alſo he ſpeaks, ſaying, Let us make an 
cc after our own Image and Similitude.” Obſerve : The 
Son and Spirit were from all Eternity with the Father, 
neither of them was the Father, and if the Father in thoſe 
Words, Let us make Man, &c. not only ſpoke to the 
Son, but alſo to the Holy Spirit, then the Holy Spirit 
as well as the Son, is a diſtin&t Perſon from the Father. 
Hence have'we a plain Argument of his Divinity alſo. 
For he is ſaid to be with the Father and Son, from Eter- 
nity: But nothing, at leaſt according to Jrenæus is eter- 
nal, except God. Again, he is joined to the Father and 
Son in the Work of Creation: But the Work of Crea- 
tion, according to [renews and all ſober Men, is * 
only to God. For he ſays, in a Place before cited, that 
he who makes and creates others, is ſo diſtinguiſh d from the 
* 75 made * created, as that he is uncreate, eternal, and 
ſelf-ſufficient ; but they have a beginning of Exiſtence, are 
. diſſoluble, dependent m their Cor, ſervile and ſubject. 

Upon which Account he concludes in the ſame place, 
that the Son, as well as the Father, is uncreate, eternal, and 
Lord of all, becauſe God the Father by his Word, or Son 
created all Things. But the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt 
is elſewhere alſo clearly declared by Irenæus. So in a Place 
aforecited, the Son and Holy Spirit are therefore faid to be 
the Offspring and Impreſs of God the Father, to diſtinguiſh 
them from miniſtring Angels created by the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, and for that Cauſe ſaid to be ſubject 
to the Son and Spirit, their Creator as well as the Fa- 


P. 337. 


ther. 
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ther. That Place is unexceptionable in which the Di- 
ſtinction is made between the Holy Spirit, and that Spi- 
rit with which Adam was animated, in as much as the 
Holy Spirit was holy, uncreate, Creator, and God of 
all, but that a created Spirit. The Place is well worthy 
a Recital at large : © The Spirit, or Breath of Life, 
« which made Man,an Animal, is one Thing, the Spi- 
« rit that enlivens him, and makes him ſpiritual is ano- 
« ther. And therefore ſays Iſaiah; Thus ſays the Lord 
&« that made the Heaven, and faſhioned it, that ftrengthened 
« the Earth, and what is in it, who gave Breath . to the 
ce [uhabitants thereof, and Spirit to thoſe that tread upon 
« jr, Breath, fays he, to all in general that are upon it, 
« but Spirit properly to thoſe who ſubdue their Earthly 
« Concupiſcence. For this Reaſon Iſaah diſtinguiſhing 
« thoſe Things which are foretold, ſays, T he Spirit 1 0 
&« out from mes aud 2 have made e Thing that 3 | 
e accounting that Spirit properly, w ich is in God, and 
« which in the laſt Times by the Adoption of Sons | 
&« he poured upon Mankind, but ſhewing the Breath in | 
c« peneral, in the Creation. For that which was made | 
| 
| 


« is different from that which made it. The Breath is 
« temporal, the Spirit eternal.” * Nor do we here re- 
Z ard p 6 odd Interpretation of theſe two Texts, for we 
FX don't conſult Irenæut, as the beſt Interpreter of Scriprure; 
but as a Witneſs of Apoſtolical Tradition, and worth 
to be believed in a primary Article of Chriſtian Faith. 
Nor do we now enquire how ſtrongly he proves the 
Catholic Doctrine (though he is generally liked in this 


J | Part alſo) but what he eſteems ſo. Here then, Irenexs 
. calls the Holy Spirit God and Creator. For (as Petavins | 
Y has well obſerved) for the Spirit in Deo deputari, or in | 


Greek & Oed or eis Oe Aoyitedzr, is the ſame as to be 
thought, accounted, or eſteemed God. So when he im- 
mediately adds, ſhewing the Breath in general in the 


i p. 450. Tertullian zo the ſame Purpoſe, Lib. 2. adv. Marci- 
on c., 4. 3 We have the Greek in Damaſcene thus: Ranging the 
Spirit as properly God, but the Breathwith the Creature in general, a 
and pronouncing that it is made. Which laſt Words confirm the learn- 1 
ed Bull's Explication. | | 


Creation, | 
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Creation, he ſays, it is the ſame as a Creature. Then he 
aſſerts plainly that 2yhich is made, i. e. the Breath is di 
ferent from him that made it, that this is eternal, that tempo- 
ral. The Holy Spirit then, according to Irenaus, is not 
a Creature, ſomething made, but God proceeding from 
God, rhe Creator, and Eternal. 


Dr. GRABE's Annotations. 


IDDESIDES theſe . cited by the right reverend 
Author, there are others in which he is called God 

by Irene (p. 45+) and the object ot Worſhip. (p. 213.) 
is ſaid to have two Natures, a Divine and Humane uni- 
ted, and that this was neceſſary (p. 247, and 248). See 
more Paſſages relating to his Deity. (p. 257. p. 363. 
* 426. 425. 249. 302. p. 241) and proving the 
e from his giving Remiſſion of Sins, having Divine 
Perfections attributed to him, and from the Word [God 
when apply d to him, being uſed in a ſtrict and proper 
Senſe. 5 | | 


Of ME LITO. 


o Hreners, I add, Alito, an Author we only know 
from * Emſebins, and Jerome. Euſebins has given 
us a remarkable Fragment of an anonymous Writer againſt 
the Hereſy of Artemon, mentioning Melito thus: And 
who is ignorant of the Books of Trenzus, Melito, 8c. which 
preach Chriſt, God and Man? There is ſcarce any Thing 
of Melito's left beſides his Titles, one of which med ir- 
cmi Oei has led ſome Divines into a miſtake, they ha- 
ving interpreted theſe Words, {of the incorporeal wet a 
Senſe they can't bear, according to the Greek, and beſides, 
a Senſe the Author never intended for them, as Cotelerius 
has learnedly proved. NY 
2. Omitting this, and though AMelito's Works are loſt, 
we have ſome Fragments which ſpeak plainly to the Point 


* E. H. p. 159. Book 5. Ch, 28. Catalog. Scriptor. Eccleſ. 
W: | 98 hefore 
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begun us. Anaſtaſius has preſerved two in his Hodegus. 
There the T heodofrans and Gaianites cite theſe Words from 


Melito's Sermon upon the Paſſion of Chriſt. God ſuffer- | 


ed by the Hands of the Iſraelites. But Anaſtaſius * himſelf 
cites theſe excellent Words out of his third Sermon, u 

on the Incarnation, where he diſputes againſt the Hereſy 
of Marcian, who deny'd the Humanity of Chriſt. «© So 
< that there is no wma" to prove the real and true 
« Humane Nature of Chriſt's Soul and Body, from his 
« Actions after his Baptiſm. For what was done after 
« his Baptiſm, eſpecially his Miracles, did manifeſt and 
de confirm to the World, the Deity of Chriſt veiled in 


cc the Fleſh. The ſame Perſon being perfect God, and : 


« perſect Man, confirmed to us both theſe Natures; his 
« Godhead by the Miracles he wrought in the three Years 
cc after his Baptiſm, and his Manhood in the thirty Years 
cc before it, in which the Imperfection of the Fleſh con- 
ce cealed the Tokens of his Godhead, although he was 
c true God eternally.” _ Theſe Words might occaſion 
what I before cited of an anonymous Writer, from Ex- 
ſebius. In the Paſchal Chronicle we have this Citation 
from Aelito's Apologetic. «* We are not the Worſhipers 
c of Stones void of Senſe, bur of the only God, who is 
<« before all, and over all, and of his Chriſt who is truly 


« God before all Ages.” I can't but deſire the Reader 


to obſerve how frivolouſly the Author of a Piece, enti- 
tled [The Fudgment of the Fathers concerning the Trinity, 
_ againſt Dr. Bull's Defence of the Nicene Creed] accounts 

Melito amongſt thoſe who oppoſe the Trinity, only from 
the Title of a Book | concerning the Creation and Generati- 
on of Chriſt) mentioned by Euſebius. But Yaleſms has 

ſufficiently ſpoke to this Point. | . 


Anaſtaſii Hodegus, c. 12. p. 217, 
2 Ad. ann, Chriſti, 164, and 165. 
ſcl ius. 


* C. 13. p. 258. and 260. 
p. 73. of the Notes upon Eu- 
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Clemens Alexandrinus's Teſtimony concerning 
the true Divinity of the Son, and the Conſub- 
 flaniiality of the Holy Trinity. 


proceed now to St. Clement of Alexandria, contem- 

porary of Jrenæus, and genuine Diſciple of the fa- 
mous Pantænus (who as Photius tells us from others, had 
thoſe Maſters who had ſeen the Apoſtles, and himſelf had 


heard ſome of them). Petavins * himſelf confeſſes, that 


Clement accommodated his Doctrine concerning the Word 
and Son of God to the Opinion of Plato, without any 
Suſpicion of Error, and was right and catholic in hrs 
Writings of the Son of God. Vet in the ſame Breath 
(that none of the Fathers may paſs through his Hands 
without a Cenſure) he blames him for ſome Things Pla- 


tonic and Arian; of which we ſhall ſpeak in their proper 


Place. But I can't enough admire Huetius, a learned Man 
(if we may conjecture from his Writings) and a Perſon of 
great Candor, in his Origeniana ſhould thus anſwer Bellarmine, 
who defends Origen, trom the Orthodoxy of his Maſter 
Clement, and his Scholars Diomſius Alexandrinus and Gre- 
gory T haumatargus : Nothing can be ſaid more diſa- 


&« greeable to a Defence of Origen than this. For none of 


de the three were ſound in the Doctrine of the Trinity. 
tc Clement ſo diſtinguiſhes the Subſtance: of the Father 
& from the Son, that he makes it inferior. Dionyſius 
« Alexandrinus ſays , the Son is made by the Father, and 
« unlike him, and ſpeaks unbecomingly of the Holy 
&« Spirit, according to Ba/i, by whom allo Gregory Thau- 
&< maturgus ſtands corrected for plainly calling the Sona Crea- 


Cod. 118. p. 298. 2 Petay. de Trin. Lib. 1 c. 4. n. 1. 
3 Hueti, Origen, Lib. 2. c. 2. Queſt, 2. n. 10. + Ep. 41. 


4 ture. 


e ture. Of this noble Pair of Origen's Diſciples, and of 
| Origen himſelf I ſhall ſpeak hereafter ; of Clement Origen's 


Maſter I now treat. I've turn'd over all the genuine ex- 
tant Works of Clement with this very view, to know his 
Opinion in the Point before us; and after all T muſt fay, 
that none of the Catholic Doctors before or after the M- 
cene Council have more clearly, N ſignificant-· 
ly taught the true Foe Yrin of the Son, than Clement. 
You have it every where in him. Whence Raffinus thus 


- writ reer him: Clement of Alexandria, a Presb 


ce ter and Maſter of that Church, in almoſt all his Books, 


makes the Glory and Eternity of the Trinity one and 
the ſane.” We will {ele ſome Paſſages out of the 


great Plenty he affords us. BRO IVY 

2. Not far from the beginning of the Protrepticon, or 
Admonition to the Gentiles, he cites that noble Paſſage of 
St. Paul; T he Grace of God which bringeth Salvation hath 


appeared to all Men, teaching us, that denying Ungodlineſs and 


| worldly Liſts, we ſhould live ſoberly, righteoufly, and Godly in 


this preſent World, expecting the bleſſed Hope and Appearance 
of the Glory of the great God, and our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt ; 
he underſtands, by the great God, Jeſus' Chriſt, and adds 
theſe very elegant Words: 3 This is the new Song, the Ap- 


pearance, which now ſhineth forth in us, though the Word ex- 


iſted in the beginning, and exiſted 'before. The Saviour who 


exiſted before, has appeared of late. He has appeared who ex- 
iſted in the exiſtent Being, the Mord, which was with God, 
has appeared [our Teacher, by whom all Things were made : 
T he Word, which after he had formed us gave us Life, in the 


| beginning, has taught us to live ell, having appeared, as our 


Teacher, that as God he might beſtow upon us eternal Life here- 


| after. Here he acknowledges Jeſus Chriſt our Saviour 
Eternal, viz. exiſting in the u and before, Con- 


ſubſtantial with the Father, viz. being in the exiſtent Be- 
ing, ſubſiſting in the Eſſence of the - and laſtly 
Go p, as giving both this and the other Life. In the 


- 


De adulteratione Lib. Origen. — Titus, ch. ii. 17, 12, 13, 


3 Clem. Alex. Ed. Leyden 1616. p. 5. 


lame 


ſame Book, he exhorts the Gentiles to believe in the Son, 
in him that ſuffered, and is adored, the living God; believe, 
O ye Servants, in him aue as dtad; believe, all Men, in 
him who. alone is the God of all Aen. Hervetus according 
to Cuſtom has miſerably rendered this place. Where Cle- 
ment not only pronounces Chriſt to be Man, but God al- 
ſo, the living God, who is adored da manifeſt Periphraſis 
of God) and the only God of all Mỹen. 
3 · But what can be more magnificent than thoſe Words, 
which we read in the fame Book? * 7 here our Saviour is 
called, The Divine Ward, moſt manifeſtly true God, ano was 
made equal to the Lord of all Things: For he was his Son, 
and the Word was in God. He uſes ſuch emphatical Words, 
that he ſeems to have endeavoured with all his Power, to 
expreſs. fully the ſupreme Divinity of our Saviour. He 
calls Chriſt the Divine Word, the true God, the moſt 
manifeſt true God, equal to God the Father, and that for 
this Reaſon, becauſe he is the Son of God, genuinely be- 
gotten of him, and becauſe he is the Word ſubſiſting in 
the very God. Again, after he had ſaid that the Great- 
neſs of the Son of God is related by Z/aiab in theſe Words; 
[Wonderful Counſellor, Mighry God, Eternal Father, Prince 
f Peace | He quickly adds, * O great God { O perfect 
Son ! The Son in the Father, and Faber in the Son. Again, 
he calls the Son the perfect Word, 5 begotten of the perfett 
Father, i. e. Son in every Degree of Perfection, anſwer- Ss 
ing to the Father, of whom he was begotten. The whole 
place is worth the Reader's Notice. Afterwards he gives E 
a full and perfect Confeſſion of the Holy Trinity in theſe 8 
Words: here is one Father of all Things, one Word of all E 
Things, and one Holy Spirit, who is every where. Obſerve, | 
he gives every Perſon of the Holy Trinity a Divine Pow- + 
er which pervades all Things; fo that the firſt is the Fa- + 
ther of all Things, the ſecond the Word of all, and the 
third is every where, and in all Things. Again, he ſpeaks 


+:*p. 49. Qui ſolus eſt Deus ex omnibus hominibus. 3 p. 51. 
4 P. 60. 5 P- 69, | P. 76. 1 8 4 n - 
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thus: Bat one Padagogue is Feſus the Holy God, the Word 
which inſtructs all Mankind 1 God who loves Man is our 
Pædagogue. b. 5 een wh 8 
4. Again, he is wholly engaged in proving that all (the 
Abſolute) Attributes of God the Father are common to 
him with the Son, becauſe of the common Divine Natur 
of both, and whatſoever, is ſaid of the Father may be ſaid 
of the Son. The whole Chapter very well deſer ves read- 
ing, though it be ſufficient for me to point out a few 
. . He thus proves that Chriſt hates no Man, would 
have all to be ſaved. If the Word hated * any T hing, he 
would nat have it exiſt ; but there is nothing, to which God 
does not give Exiſtence; therefore not hing is. hated by God, nor 
by his Mord, for both are one, namely, God. After he h. 
diſcourſed of the primary Divine Attributes, Goodne 
and Juſtice, largely from the Scripture, and ſhewn that 
they are equally agreeable to the Father, and the Son, he 
concludes. thus: So that this is manifeſilꝝ true, that the God 
.of all. T hings 16 0 Ly one, is Good, alt, the Creator, the Son 
in the Father, ta whom be Glory for ever and ever, Amen. 
Here a Reader muſt be ſtupid; who. needs to be told, that 
he muſt underſtand, the Son in, and with the Father, is 
God of all Things, who is only Good, Juſt, and the 
Creator, to whom therefore ſhould be aſcribed eternal Glo- 
Ty. Again, he hath theſe very magnificent Words of the 
Son: * He who has the Word, the Almighty God, is in un- 
thing indigent, obtains every I hing he wants ; for the Mord is 
4 never: failing Poſſeſſion, the Author of all Plenty. Laſtly, 
He thus prays to the Son of God with the Father : 5 Be 
Propitions to thy Scholars, O Maſter, O Father, Charioteey 
Iſrael, Sou and Father, both one, Lord. And a little after 
he pours forth Praiſes to the moſt Holy Trinity in this 
Form: Let us give T hanks to the only Father, and Son, Son 
and Father, to the Son the Pedagogue and Teacher, with the 
Holy Spirit. All to one, -by whom are all; by whom all are 
one, by whom they are always ; whoſe Members all are, whoſe 
it the Glary, and the Angels or Ages. All Things be to the 
« p. 81. p. 84. p. 89. p. 173. p. 195. 
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nom and for ever, Amen. He is Blind at Mid-day, that 
does not clearly ſee, in this Doxology, a full and perfect 


Confeſſion of the conſubſtantial Trinity, of the one God 


ſubſiſting in the three Perſons, Father, Son, and Holy 


J. But that T may not ſeem wholly to neglect the 
StYomata, I will produce a place or two from them. In 


the 4th Book, St. Clement thus ſpeaks of Chriſt: So * the 


'Lord draws near to the Fuſt, and knows our Thoughts and 
rr I mean the Lord Feſus, by the Almighty * Will, 
the ſearcher or beholder of our Hearts, The Words need no 


Comment. Again, he illuſtrates the Omnipreſence, and 


univerſal Providence of the Word, or Son of God by this 
very appoſite and elegant Similitude: As the Sun not 7 


enlightens the Heaven and the whole World, ſhining upon th 


Earth and the Seas, but alſo throws his Ray through the Win- 


dows, and ſmall Holes into the moſt ſecret Parts of the Houſe ; 


fo the Word, _ where diffuſed, beholds the moſt minute 


Actions of Life. I might produce many more places, if it 
would be of any uſe to thoſe who are convinced by the 
afore-cited, and to thoſe who are not, none will. 

6. Let us ſee now, what Petavius and the other rigid 
Cenſors of the Holy Fathers have againſt theſe clear and 
expreſs Paſſages, to prove St. Clement any way inclined to 


the Arians. * Petavins objects to him a place of the 7th 
Stromata, where he thus writes concerning the Son of God: 


* T he moſt perfect, the moſt Holy, the greateſt in Authority, 


p. 377. Dr. Whitby, Dr. Clark, gc. are fond of a Criticiſms 


upon our Author's Verſion (by his Almighty Will) and affirm that the 
Word [his] is not in the Original. It is very true: But this Elliptic 
Way of Writing, or this Liberty of tranſlating is frequent, and whoever 
will be at the pains, will find it more than once in the learned Do#oy's 
Diſquiſitions. Suppoſe our Author to have wrote (by. the Almighty 
Wil) does this make any Thing for the Arian Cauſe? No. For Clement 
affirms the Son to be may]oxga we, as well as the Father, Almighty. 
See p. 173. where he calls him T&v 7 ogg. Ser A5 1525 
Criticiſ therefore is a mere begging the — unleſs the Son, tho 
mtylongaTue, cant have ON, M οανεEE N αοçi, x p. 511. 
3 De Trin. lib. 1. c. 4. n. 1. p. 702. 2 p. 504. 


77 


© OS 


8 


8 * 
ty 
77 
wa 
* 
PR; 
£44 
72 
5 
I 
: 2 
7 
53 I 
£4 
= 
1 
2 
= US 
Th 3 
5 1 
28 
1 


the NI CEN E FAIT H. 161 


i Cunduct, in Kingly Power, the moſt beneficent Nature of the 
Son, which is mo my 2 to the Almighty alone. So 
goon te mult be rendered, I think. In that Senſe the 
Philoſophers uſed S, namely, for thoſe Things which 
were neareſt, and had an immediate Connection with their 
Cauſe. Petavins thus obſerves upon the place: He ſays, 
« The Nature of the Son is neæt to | citimam| the Almigh- 
« ty God, which favours of Platoniſm and Arianiſm. But 
ce 2 Nature of the Son is not the neareſt to, but the 
cc fame with the Father. This place I believe Huetius 
had his Eye upon, when he ſaid that Clement makes the 
Subſtance of the Son inferior to that of the Father. But 
the Anſwer is eaſy; for Clement has not reſpect to the Son 


in his Divine Nature abſolutely, but relatively, or per- 


ſonally (as they ſay) as it conſtitutes the Subſiſtence of the 
Son ; and the word gvors_* as well as s9ia is uſed by the 
Antients for Perſon. So that nothing elſe is here intended 
by Clement, than that the Son is moſt nearly ally'd to the 
Father, moſt ſtrictly joined to him. And where is the 
harm of this? Gregory Nyſſen * is no where blamed for it, 
where he ſays, That the Son is that, which is immediately, 
conjunttly from the firſt, i. e. the Father. If Clement is here 
underſtood to ſay that the firſt place is given to the Father, 
and the ſecond to the Son, what is there new in this alſo ? 


That the Father has a certain Eminence, as he is the Foun- 


tain of the Deity, the Principle of the Son, is the conſen- 
tient Teſtimony of Scripture, of the Aute-MVicene, the Ni- 
cene, and the Poſi-Nicene Fathers (as I ſhall ſhew in its 


proper place) but that Clement never intended to make the 


Subſtance of the Son inferior to that of the Father is cer- 
tain, Thoſe ſo many places by us afore-cired are againſt 
this Comment, in which he (if any other Antient) moſt 
plainly acknowledges the Conſubſtantiality and true Divi- 
nity of the Son; yea, rhe Context of the place alledged 


is oppoſite ro it. For in the Words immediately fol- 


_ lowing, Clement ſpeaks very honourably (as Peravius him- 


* See ch. ix. n. 11, of this Sefion. In Epiſt. ad Ablabium, 


Tom. 2. p. 459. | | 
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ſelf obſerves) of the Son of God, attributing to him the 
chief Divine Perfections, namely, Indiviſibility, Immuta- 
bility, Eternity, Omniſcience, and Omnipreſence. Above 
all it is to be noted, that Clement calls the Son, the whole 
Mind, wholly the Light of the Father; Words that perſpi- 
_ decked the common Nature of the Father and the 
on. ' = 
F. Beſides theſe Petavius objects ſome other Words in 
the ſame Book a little after: * Nor could the Lord of all be 
at any time hindered by another, eſpecially as miniſtring to the 


Will of the Gracious and Almighty Father. But what a Duſt YZ 
does the learned Man raiſe here! Read, whoever thou art 
that loveſt Truth, the Context of this place, and thou'lt 3 

wonder, what Petavins was thinking of. There Clement © 


makes it his Buſineſs to ſhew, that Chriſt is the common 
Saviour, and as much as he can, as far as is conſiſtent with 
Free-will, promotes the Salvation of all Men. He fays, 
that as Chriſt is Lord of all, no Creature can hinder him 
in procuring Man's Salvation; and that the Father (who * 
is alſo Lon of all with the Son) will not hinder him, be- 
cauſe, in this Work, the Son fulfils the Will of the Pa- 
ther. Clement in another place ſays this ſame Thing (and 
Petavins approves it) where he calls the Son the true Fel. 
low-worker of the Benevolence of God towards Man. Laſtly 
Petavius objects theſe Words of Clement : God cant be 
ſhewn to any one, therefore can t be known: But the Sou is 
Wiſdom, Knowledge, Truth, and every Thing of this kind, © 
and therefore capable of Demonſtration and Expoſition. Now © 
it is manifeſt that Clement intended nothing more in thefe T 
Words, than that God, the Father, neither is, nor can be © 
known immediately, and of himſelf ; but that he is re- 
vealed by the Son, who, being the Word of God, and 
made Fleſh, hath declared himſelf to them according to 
their Capacities. If this be Arianiſin, St. Fob, Im aid, 
will come in for a ſhare of it ; no Man, _y he, 5 Hath 
feen God at any time: The Son, who is in the Boſom of the 
Father, hath declared him. Moreover, in the fame place, 


2p. Fog, Ibidem. p. 8. p. 39x, 5 Ch, i. 18. 
and 
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and in the Words immediately following, Clement has cut 
down all the Arias Blaſphemy at one blow, whilſt he 
teaches that the Son is an infinite Circle, containing in 
himſelf only all the Virtues and Powers of the Godhead, 
Immenſe and Eternal, who has neither beginning, nor end 
of Exiſtence. We will give you the place at large in the 
third Section. Thus you ſee how frivolous an Objector 
Petavins is. 

8. Others object to Clement, that he ſomewhere calls 
the Son of God * the firſt created Wiſdom. But they alſo 
are miſtaken. For it is plain the word es in that place 
of St. Clement ſignifies the ſame as her So creare is 
uſed for gignere; Sulmone creatos, i. e. progenitos. Indeed 
from what I have alledged before it is manifeſt, Cement 
never took the Son of God for a Creature. I will ſubjoin 
the Words of the excellent H. Valęſius. „Without 
cc doubt the antient Divines, ſays he, and eſpecially the 
ce Ante-Nicene, underſtood by the word «TiG, not only 
* Creation out of nothing, but all Production in general, as 
ce well that which is Fon Eternity, as that which was 
ce in time.” Altogether after the ſame manner we muſt 
expound a place which Clement cites from the Apocryphal 
Books of Perer. There is trulj one God, who made the be- 
beginning of all Things, * ſignifying his firſt begotten Son. 
* For the Greeks Fn. we imitate them) uſe is r, 


facere Liberos for generare. Arid thus the Author ex- 


plains this Word immediately adding, Signifying his firſt 
begotten Son. . 

9. Sandins * laſtly upbraids Clement with a Book former- 
ly exrant, but now loſt, I mean his Hypotypoſes, in which 
Photins * witneſſeth that there were many Seeds of Aria- 


 viſm, eſpecially his placing the Son in the order of Crea- 


p. 431. * Nores upon Euſeb. p. 7. p. 464. %* Dr. Whit- 
by, p. 136. cites Clement, p. 464. 4 ſaying [therefore in the fame 
Sent: that he made the Heavens and the Earth, he made this Princi- 
ple, i, e. the Son] but Clement hath no ſuch Words, and if, as theſe 
are the Doctors own Words, he is of this Wpinion, it would have lookt 
better to have owned it, than to pretend Clements Authority for it, 
De Script. Eccl, p. 24. & Enucleat, Hiſt, lib. 1. p. 94. 5 Cod, 
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tures. But there is nothing in this, and it is unbecoming 
a Man, who pretends to give the Marrow of Church Hi- 
ſtory. For the Learned (amongſt whom Petavius) own 
that thoſe Blaſphemies are not the genuine Works of Cle- 
ment, but made for him by ſome Impoſtor. And this 
their Judgment is abundantly confirmed from Photius him- 
ſelf. For Photius in the fame place witneſſeth that the 


_ Hypotypoſes taught the Eternity of Matter, the bringing in 


Tdeas by certain Decrees, the Tranſmigration of Souls, the 
Pre-Adamitical Worlds; that Eve came from Adam, not as 
the Scripture relates, but in a certain obſcene manner; that 
Angels lay with Women, and had Children by them; 
that the Father had two Words, that the leſs of them ap- 
peared to Mortals, that even he did not appear; Things 
all of them ſuch, as, I need not fay, are widely different 
from Clement's Doctrine in his genuine Writings. Beſides, 
the ſame * Photius (no Friend to Clement, becauſe Origen's 
Maſter) plainly ſhews he never thought thoſe the true 
Works of Clement, when he adds a thouſand other Blaſ- 
er and Trifles, we have from him, whether it be he 
imſelf (Clement) or ſome Body elſe perſonating him. Laſt- 
ly, This very Photius ſpeaking of the three Books of the 
Pædagogus, and the Protrepticon, which all Men own to be 
the genuine Works of St. Clement, obſerves that they are 
very unlike the Hypotypoſes both in Phraſe and Matter. 
Theſe are his Words: Theſe Pieces are in nothing like 
« the Hyporypoſes. They are clear of vain and blaſphemous 


1 Cod. 109. p. 286. * Ds. Whitby juſt ſuggeſts to his Reader, 


that Photius ſeems only to doubt whether Clement was the Author 


theſe Blaſphemies, and that he had not expreſs d himſelf as he did, but 
that Pamphilus or Ruffinus had led him to it by ſaying the ſame thing. 
But Photius obſerving upon the undoubted Writings of Clement, ſays, 
The Hypotypoſes are nothing like them. The Style, the Matter, = . 
is quite different. Why ſhould the Doctor not only conceal this, but 
575 there is no ſuch thing 3 What he alledges from the beginning 4 
the ſeventh Strom. and from Caſſidore, are poor Conjectures indeed. 
The Hypotypoles may be meant in both, but as it 3 be impoſſible to 


prove it in the latter, ſo I believe it would be very difficult in the for- 
mer. Beſides, Caſſidore [peaks of the New Teflament, Clement of the 
9 the one of Commentaries, the other of an intended Treatiſe. 
> P. 287. | 
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« Opinions; the Phraſe is florid, elate and pleaſant too, 
c and there is in them a proper Variety of Learning. 
Indeed I don't at all doubt but that Rafſiuus had an Eye 
eſpecially to theſe Dypotypoſes (perhaps alſo to the eighth 
Book of the Stromata, which is depraved, as it appeared 
in certain Copies in his time; Photius alſo mentions it,) 
and had compared them with his genuine Works, in all 


vhich he conſtantly defends the Catholic Doctrine of the 


Trinity, when he thus expreſſed himſelf concerning Cle- 
ment: c Clement, a Presbyter of Alexandria, and Maſter 
ce of that Church, in almoſt all his Books makes the Glo- 
« ry and Eternity of the Trinity one and the ſame ; but 

2 we find ſome Chapters in his Books, in which 
<« he calls the Son of God a Creature. Is it credible that 
« fo great a Man, in all Things fo Catholic, and Learned, 
ce ſhould either contradict himſelf, or leave in Writing 
« ſuch Things concerning God, as it is impious to hear, 


(4 much more to believe ? 


Dr. GRA B E', Annotations. 


O theſe Paſſages from Clement, we may add others 
omitted by the Right Reverend Author for Brevi- 
ty's ſake. In the Protrepticon, p. 5, & 8. in the Pædagogus, 
p. 80, 161, 684. Strom. p. 733. he is called God, God 
with the Father, 8c. and leſt any ſhould object that he is 
no where called God with a diſtinguiſhing Article, conſult 
the following Pages, Pedagog. 29, 110, 182, 703. in 
which laſt there is not only the Article prefixed, but the 
Atrribute of Omniſcience given. Collate with it p. 702 
& 704. concerning the Omniſcience, by which he knows 
the greateſt Secrets of the Heart, and the Omnipotence allo, F 
 Ruffinus de adulterat. Lib. Origenis. + The Author of the Anſwer 

to the Queries, following his great Maſter Dr. Clark, has favoured us 
with the ſame Citations, concerning the Diſtinction betwixt Oedòs, with 
and without an Article ; The ſum of which is, when fairly argued upon 
and allowed, no more than what all the deſpiſed Orthodox allow, namely, 
a Subordination, But the Obſervations both of the Antients and Moderns 
admitted in our Author's Senſe fail in this Point. For bares of Alexan. 
Strom. 3. p. 336. does not ſpeak of Chriſt at all, much leſs ſo as 10 d- 


clude him, and only intend the Father. Origen's Obſervation is entirely 
falſe, unleſs our Author will give up all thoſe Texts, in which the Ar- 


Tele is not prefixed, as jntending the Word, M 3 CHAP, 
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The Opinion of Tertullian, concerning the Con- 
ſub ſtantiality of the Son, as altogether agree- 
ing with the Nicene Faith, explained. 


T 7 E come now to Tertullian, though ſome Perſons 
VV have thought he has deny'd the Eternity of the 
Son, (Men who either could not, or would 
not ſearch out his meaning ; for I ſhall ſhew hereafter that 
Tertullian, in what Manner ſoever he hath ſpoken in ſome 
Places, did really acknowledge the Eternity of the ſecond 
Perſon in, the Trinity) yet he hath conſtantly, every 
where, and in expreſs Words confeſſed his Conſubſtanti- 
ality. There is one Book of his againſt Praxeas, written 
fully and profeſſedly upon the Trinity; wherein he 
ſo often and ſo clearly ſpeaks of the Conſubſtantiality, 
that you'd believe him to be a Poſt-NMicene Author. From 
this and his other Works I will give you ſome of the 
more remarkable Paſſages. Thus, he ſays, ** * We affirm 
ce that he was produced from the Father, and by Produ- 
& ction begotten, and that he therefore is the Son of 
God, and called God from the Unity of his Subſtance ; 
&« for God alſo is a Spirit.” Here he plainly concludes 
the Son 1s of one Subſtance with the Farther, i. e. Con- 
ſubſtantial, becauſe begotten of him. He intends the fame 
Things when he writes thus: „ He is the firſt be- 
« gotten, as being begotten before all Things, and the 
only begotten, as being alone, begotten of God, pro- 
ce perly in the Womb of his Heart.” N 
2. Let us conſider the Similitudes, by which he at- 
temßts in ſome ſort to explain the Generation of the Son; 
theſe clearly prove the Conſubſtantiality. In his Apolo- 
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getic after the Words juſt recited, are theſe : « When 
<< a Ray is projected from the Sun, there is a Part from 
ce the whole; but the Sun will be in the Ray, becauſe 
ce jt is the Ray of the Sun, f The Subſtance is not ſe- 
ec perated, but extended. So Spirit from Spirit, God 
« from God. As Light is kindled by Light, and the 
ce original Matter remains entire, and whole, —_ you 
cc borrow from it many derivative Qualities ; ſo what 
cc comes from God is God, the Son of God, and both 
ce are one; fo Spirit of Spirit, and God of God, made 
« the ſecond or another in Diſpoſition, not Number in De- 
« gree, not State. It proceeds out of, but does not de- 
c part from the Original.. Here you have the very 
ſame Words. and Senſe as the Nicene Creed. There 1s 
a famous Place in the Book againſt Praxeas : © This 
« js the true Prolation, the Preſerver of Unity, when 
ce we ſay that the Son is produced by the Father, not 
« ſeparated from him. For God produced the Word, 
* as the Root a Branch, the Fountain a River, the Sun 
ce Ray. Now thoſe Species are the Projections of thoſe 
&« Subſtances, from which they proceed.” Parallel to 
this is another Place, where he fays: © + I will follow 
* the Apoſtle, ſo that if the Father and Son muſt be 
* named together, I will call the Father God, and Jeſus 
« Chriſt Lord: But I can call Chriſt alone, God, as the 
<« ſame Apoſtle does; of 2vhom is Chriſt, ho is over all 
* God bleſſed for ever. For J ſhall call the Ray of the 
« Sun by it ſelf, the Sun; but when I name the Sun, 
* whoſe Ray it is, I ſhall not at the ſame Time call the 
« Ray the Sun. For though I don t make two Suns, 
< I ſhall as much account the Sun and his Ray two 
“Things, and two Species, or Appearances of one undi- 
© vided Subſtance, as God and his Word, as the Father 
* and Son,” In which Words he affirms Chriſt is by 


p. 19, + This whole Paſſage is dropt Dy. Whitby, though 
be has cited the Words immediately before it. 85 2 Vide not. in. L2- 
cum. p. 504. [Quemadmodum etiam Paracletus docet] is left 
out for an gbvious Reaſon, which alſo no Way affects the Cauſe, 2 p. 
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the Apoſtle, called God over all bleſſed for ever, and teach- 


es that the Father and Son are of one undivided Sub- 
ſtance. Again he ſays, that Chriſt is the Spirit, even 


the Subſtance of the Creator, and that they, who knew not 


the Father, could not know the Son, who is made of the ſame 
Subſtance. Which is the conſtant Doctrine of Tertullian, 


as he witneſſeth: * 7 derive the Son from nothing, but the 


Subſtance of the Father. And again, But I every where 


hold one Subſtance in three Coherents. 


3. Hence the ſame Tertullian diſtinguiſhing the two 


Natures in Chriſt, the Divine and Humane, againſt thoſe 


that deny'd the Truth and Frailty of his Fleſh, expreſſſy 


teaches, that the fame Chriſt was both truly God, and 


of the Subſtance of God, with reſpect to his more ex- 
cellent Nature; and alſo truly Man, and look upon him 


humane Subſtance, with reſpe& to his other Nature; that 


in the Divine Nature, he was uncreated, not made, in 


the Humane he was made; “ Therefore (ſays he) bein 


& accounted of both Subſtance, he exhibited to us God, 


ec and Man; as God not made, as Man made; here car- 
« nal, and there Spiritual; here Infirm, there Almighty ; 
« here dying, there living. Which Propriety of the 


« Conditions, Divine and Humane, is manifeſted or no- 
« ted in an equal Reality of both Natures, in the ſame 


« Belief of the Spirit, and the Fleſh.” Here a Country- 
man of ours has given us an abſurd Comment upon [nan 


natum] not born, i. e. of a Humane Mother: For by a 


Parity of Reaſon, Chriſt, as Man, may be ſaid to be 


non natus, i. e. of a Humane Father. But I am fully 


perſuaded that Tertullian (a great Proficient in the Greek. 


Eccleſiaſtical Authors) had in this Place, an Eye upon, 
and for the moſt Part tranſcribed, a famous Place of g- 
zatins 5 aforecited. There is one Phyſician, 8c. For Ter- 
tullian has natus, and non natus, where Ignatius uſes yeverds 
* ayer]&. Tertullian, hinc Carneus, inde Spiritalis. Ig- 
natius Tafxundòs Y Tvevuantis, Tertullian, Deus & Homo; 


p. 400. 2 p. 502. 2 p. 506. * p. 310, Thi 
. Ch. 2. 2. 6. | | 
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Ignatius % ongnt, or & d αναν S. Laſtly, Tertullian, 
binc moriens, inde vivent. Ignatius, e S Con, Al- 
moſt word for word. And indeed, I am induced to be- 
lieve that Tertullian did nor uſe his own Words, but fy- 
zatins's, and that for more Reaſons than one. Firſt, It 
would ſeem ſtrange, that he ſhould by Chance, hit up- 
on ſo many Words, the very fame of Ignatius s; and that 
diſpoſed in the fame Antithetical Manner. Secondly, Ter- 
tullian, when he uſes his own way of ſpeaking, only makes 
the Father non natus, underſtanding that, only properly 
called non natus, which is not originated. But the 49 2 
of Ignatius, was verbally to be rendered non natus, and 
Tertullian ſaw by the Antytheſis that Ignatius intended no- 
thing elſe, than that Chriſt, as God, was uncreate, which 
he himſelf alſo owned. To which we muſt alſo add. 
that this Sentence of Ignatius, in the Epiſtle to the Ephe- 
ſiaus, ſeems to be in high Eſteem, and of great U e againſt 
the Heretics, who taught Blaſphemy concerning the Per- 
ſon of Chriſt, and therefore was very famous amongſt 
the Doctors of the Church upon this account. Arhana- 
ſinus, Gelaſius, and Theodoret uſed it. Hence (to obſerve 
that by the bye) Daille's Sophiſm againſt the Epiſtles of 
= = Ignatius, drawn from the Silence of Tertullian is clearly 
e refuted. Tertullian, ſays he, obſerves that the Marcio- 
- = * nites ere a very early and abortive Sect, who called Chriſt 
1 * a Phantom, and he proves this from St. John. But Ig- 
M ce natius laſht their Doctrine; Tertullian therefore would 
58 c have added Tgnarius's Teſtimony to St. John's, if he had 
f * known him. The right reverend, and very learned 
Prelate, Biſhop Pearſon * anſwers, that Tertullian in all 
his exrant Writings never cites any Sentence out of an Ec- 
Cleſraſtic Anthor in ſo many Words, and with the Author's 
Name; which I think is very true. I add, that never- 
. theleſs, Tertullian in the Place cited, uſes Ignatius's Senſe, 
and his Words for the moſt Part, though he conceals his 
Name, and that he does it againſt thoſe, who taught that 
Chriſt was a Phantom, and who were oppoſed by Igna- 
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tins. Let the learned judge. Bur to return from this 


Digreſſion. 


4. Agreeably to the aforecited Place, Tertullian often 
pronounces, that the Son, as God, is alike honourable and 
equal to the Father. We ſhall hear him quickly affirm- 
ing that all the three Perſons of the Trinity, Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, are of one Subſtance, of one State, of 
one Power. * As for the Son, he confeſſes, that all the 
Names and Attributes of the Father agree to the Son, as 


he is the Son of God. « The Name of the Father, ac- 


& cording to Scripture is God Almighty, the moſt high, 
« Lord of Hoſts, King of Iſrael, who is. Theſe we 
« ſay are agreeable to the Son, that the Son came in theſe 
« Names, that he always acted in them, and ſo manifeſt- 
c ed them in himſelf to Men. All the Father's are mine, 
« ſays he. Why not the Names too? When you read 
ce then God Almighty, the moſt high, the God of 
« Hoſts, the King of Iſrael, the Who is, ſee if the Son 
cc js not Genify'd by them, the Almighty God in his 


c own right, as being the Word of the Almighty, &c.“ 


The Place againſt Marcion * is more expreſs : * He ſays, 
ce + all Things were given him by the Father. You may 
ec believe if Chriſt is the Creator's, whoſe are all Things, 
ce that the Creator has given the Son, not inferior to 
« himſelf, all Things, which he made by him, i. e. b 

& his Word.” To theſe you may add the plain Words 


of Tertullian: And God the Word, who was made in the 


Form of God, thought it not Robbery (pariari) fo be equal 
with God. Again: Thence + making him equal to himſelf, 


; } 


1 p. 510. 2 p. 440 + The Dr. ſtrangely reads this Place. 


I theſe Words [the Lord of Hoſts, becauſe al Things are ſubject- 


to him by the Father] he adds [not by a natural Right, but as de- 
livered by the Father, and conſequently his by Donation] then he omits 
the Title © , Qui eſt, or as we render it I am, that I am] and the 
Reaſon given for applying it to the Son, namely, becauſe many are called 
Sons, bim are not ſo, à Reaſon which will no more fit the Arian Scheme, 
than the Doctors Citation agrees with the Author, from whom he pre- 
tends to take it. 3 p. 328. p. 503. + Exinde parem ſibi 
Faciens. The Do for would read Pat em, ſo mak.n7 him a Father to him- 


Places 
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by proceeding from hom, hew as made the Son. Again, He 


ny that ſays, 1 and the Father are one, ſhews them to be two, 
en whom he equalizes, aud joins together. | | 
ad 5. By theſe Places, thoſe other Sayings of Tertullian 
* ſhould be expounded, #. e. that the Son is in that Re- 
Ny lation to the Father, as a Part to the Whole, Such Ex- _ 
of preſſions are not to be taken ſtrictly, but candidly and 
ne equitably, always attending to the Mind and Meaning of 
as the Author, in other Paſſages, more clearly cn 
b= - The Similitude is thus far juſt. Firſt, As the Part 
ly does not of it ſelf, conſtitute the whole, ſo the Son of 
1 himſelf, is not all that is God, but beſides him there are 
e other Subſiſtences, namely, the Father, and the Holy 
85 Ghoſt. Secondly, As the Part is taken from the whole, 
» and the whole is in Nature prior to the Parts, ſo the Son 
1 is derived from the Father's Subſtance, and the Father, as 
f Father, is in Nature prior to the Son. But here it fails. 
t 


Firſt, By Part we underſtand what is divided from the 
whole, but the Son is, and always was undivided from 
the Father. This Tertullian every where conſtantly aſ- 
1 firms. * Thus in a Place aforecited, We ſay the Son is 
= produced by, but not ſeparated from the Father. Again, 
H 3 Underſtand every where that I have profeſſed this Rule, 
7 T hat the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, are inſeparate 
1 from one another. + Again, * We have alſo ſhewed that there 
are two Gods, and two Lords, ſpoken of in Scripture, and 
2 leſs any Scandal ſhould ariſe from it, we give a Reaſon. As 
* Gods, or Lords, they are not called two, but as Father, and 
Sion; and this not by a Separation of Subſtance, but by a Diſ- 
Poſrtion; for we pronounce, that the Son is indiviſible and in- 
ſeparate from the Father. Secondly, The Part is leſs than 


- Place, if there is any in it, is purely Sabellian, i. e. for that Error, which 

I Tertullian in this very Piece oppoſes. But perhaps the Doctor rakes ſibi] 
70 be applyd to the Son, which is ſomething extraordinary in Grammar, 
The old reading I fancy will pleaſe better at laſt, notwithſtandinz, all the 
Force that ſupports this Cn jefture; and the Doctor upon ſecond Thoughts 
be reconciled to Grammar and good Senſe. 1. p. 513. 2 p. 504. 
2 p. FIl. + Theſe Places of Tertullian are wholly neglected by Dr. 
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the whole, but the Son (except as he is Son) is in all 
Things equal to the Father, and poſſeſſes all that the Fa- 
ther has. This Terrullian plainly proves in ſo many Pla- 
ces aforecited. To which we may add another, in which 
after he had ſaid, that the Son is part of the Plenitude 
of the Divine Subſtance, he expreſſſy adds, that the Part 
is Co- partner in that Plenitude. But when Tertullian com- 
pares the Father and Son, by a Similitude fetcht from the 


Sun (as he 3 the ſum, or whole of that Subſtance, 
e 


which is in the Heavens, whoſe Brightneſs is not to be 
beheld, and its Ray, whoſe Splendor, as a Part, 1s to- 
krable (unleſs we will make him guilty of a groſs Con- 
tradiction) we muſt underſtand him of that Diſpenſation, 
which the Son of God, of his great Charity to Man- 
kind, freely undertook, in which from the Fall of the 
firſt Man, he humbled himſelf, appeared after fome ſort: 
to Holy Men in every Age, in the Fulnefs of Time was 
made Man, and converſed familiarly with us. Nay, that 
this is the meaning of Tertullian, and the other Fathers, 
in thofe Places, in which they prove, that he, who ap- 
to the Patriarch, was not God the Father, but 
is Son, upon this account, becauſe the Father is inviſt- 
ble, and not included in any Place, but the Son is viſi- 
ble, and included, I will ſhew hereafter, in the fourth 


| Section. | 


6. But what occaſion for many Words? Tertullian eve- 


. ry where openly profeſſes an entire conſubſtantial, co- 


equal Trinity. So againſt Praxeas, after he has recited 
the Rule of Faith, he ſubjoins : «But without hazard 


© to this Prefcription, for the Inſtruction and Defence 


cc of ſome, there is every where opportunity to be given 


« for Reſearches; leſt every Deviation ſhould ſeem to 
« be condemned 5 and without Examinati- 
« on; this eſpecially, which thinks it ſelf in Poſſeſſion 
« of real Truth, no otherwiſe, in believing one God, 
thin by ſaying, that one and the fame Perſon is Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as though one was nat 
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« all, whilſt all proceed from one by an Unity of Sub- 
te ſtance, and the Holy Myſtery of the Oeconomy is ſtill 
« preſerved, which makes an Unity in Trinity, teachi 
« that there are three, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt 
cc three not in State, but Degree, not in Subſtance, but 
« Form, not in Power, but * Species or Reality, and that 
« they are of one Subſtance, one State, and one Power; 
« becauſe there is one God, from whom thoſe Degrees, 
6 Forms, Species, in the Name of Father, Son, and Holy 
« Ghoſt are reckoned.” Here by Degree he means (if I 
don't miſtake) that Order, in which the Father exiſts of 
himſelf, the Son immediately proceeds from the Father, 
and the Spirit from the Father by the Son; and therefore 


the Father is juſtly called the firſt, the Son the ſecond, and 


the Holy Ghoſt the third Perſon of the Godhead. By 
Forms and Species he ſeems to intend divers Modes of 


| Subſiſtence, in which Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ſub- 


fiſt in the ſame Divine Nature. But be this as it will, in 
theſe Words all the three Perſons are ſaid to be Coequal 


and Conſubſtantial. To d . I. muſt add another: 


« We define two, Father and Son, yea, three with the 


Holy Ghoſt, as the Oeconomy directs, which makes 


« more than one, leſt (as you perverſely infer) it ſhould 
cc be believed that the Father was born, or ſuffered, a 
ce Thing not to be believed, becauſe not delivered down 
«© to us. But we never ſay there are two Gods, or two 
« Lords; not as though the Father was not God, the Son 
« God, and the Holy Ghoſt God, and every one of them 
« God; but becauſe in times paſt two Gods and two 
« Lords were preached, that when Chriſt came, he might 
ce be acknowledged, and called Lord, as being the Son of 
« the Lord God.” You may obſerve by the bye, thar 
Tertullian expreſsly calls the Holy Spirit God, as well as the 


*I know not well how to avoid this dangerous Word. From the Tr. 
nour of this very Book, nay, of this Paſſaze, it can do no harm; and 
ſeems to have been made uſe of, in order to get as far off from Praxeas 
as poſſible. p. 507. Here again he refers to his Paraclete, but not 
as making this a ſingular Doctrine of that Paraclete, but of the Scrip- 


ture. | 
| Father 
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Father and Son. I note this againſt Eraſmus, who raſh= 


ly affirms, that no Antient durſt call him fo till the times 


of Hilary. I could largely confute him, if it ſuited my 
preſent Deſign. Whoſoever pleaſes, may conſult Petavius 
upon this Head. I return to my purpoſe, and to the 
afore- cited add only one-place 3 where Tertullian expreſsly 
owns the Trinity of one Deity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 
7. Before I proceed to the other Antients, I muſt de- 
tain my Reader with the Confutation of a ſtrange Whim 
in Sandins. * He fays it is plain Tertullian was an Ariat 
before he fell into Montaniſin. From this vain Suppoſition 
he thus argues: Upon which Accoum, if there is any uy 
in his Writings for the Conſubſtantiality, the Arians may wit 
better Right enervate his Authority by the Objection of Monta- 
niſm, as though he then at laſt, hen become a Montaniſt, 
began to think, of a Conſubſtantial Trinity. With a better 


Right than whom ? Than the Catholics ? Did they uſe 


this Objection againſt any falſe Doctrine of his concerning 


the Son of God? No. But this is all falſe. For, (1.) 


It is plain the Catholic Doctors who were before Tertullian 
and Montanus, did all own the Conſubſtantiality of the 
Son and Holy Spirit. This we have proved by Citations 
from their Writings. Tertullian therefore learnt this Do- 
ctrine not from Montanus, to whom he went over, but of 
the Catholic Church, which he left. Beſides, we find in 
all his Writings, thoſe before and after his Defection, plain 
Proofs of this Doctrine, as all know who have read him, 
and as the afore-cited Places ſufficiently ſhew. Again, 
though Tertullian ridiculouſly boaſted of clearer Light from 
the Spirit of Montanus, both in this and other Articles of 


In Præf. ad Hilarium. Petav. de Trin. lib. 3. cap. 7. f. 1, Gr. 
2 p. 574. * Dy. Whitby is wonderful Civil to the Church in his 
Note upon this place, and eſpecially to his Holineſs the Pope, and joins 
Regaltius to ward off the. Force of the Citation, They pretend that Ter- 
tullian had a Mind to ſuggeſt, that the Pope was not ſound in the Do- 
&rine of the Trinity. But there is no Appearance of any ſuch Thing. 
He indeed reproaches em that they are not Spiritual, but no where hints 

that they were not Trinitarian. The Reader will do well to conſult the 


whole Piece de Pudicitia, and ſee which is the Truth, Here Mr, Whiſton 
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the Creed, than he had from the Letter of the Scripture 
and Apoſtolicat Tradition; yet he plainly confeſſes that 
he always held the ſame Faith and Opinion of the Holy 


Trinity. His Words are clear: « We always did, and 


e do now more eſpecially believe (being better inſtructed 
<« by the Paraclete, the leader into all Truth) that there is 
<« only one God; but under this Diſpenſation (which we 
e call Oeconomy) that this one God hath a Son, his 
„Word, who proceeded from him. Again, after he 
hath recited the Creed, he affirms, that a conſubſtantial 
Trinity is contained in it. The Learned agree, and the 
Thing is plain in it ſelf, that Tertullian underſtood by the 
Paraclete, Mortanns's Paraclete, to whoſe Guidance he had 
iven himſelf up, after he-left the Church. I would have 
85 Reader recolle& here, what I before obſerved concern 
ing Montanus. | | 
8. Acknowledge the wonderful Skill. of Sandius in the 
Antients; whom he pretends to cenſure. To prove his 
Hypotheſis, he uſes this Argument; „That thoſe Do- 
ce ctrines which favour of Arianiſm ate chiefly found in 
te the Books of Tertullian, which Jerome does not reckon 
cc in the Number of thoſe he wrote for Montanus, but 
ce which he muſt' neceſſarily have written before he fell in- 
cc to Montaniſin, ſuch are his Pieces againſt Praxeas and 
« Hermogenes.” But, (t.) I've ſhewn before that the 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son, ſufficiently oppoſite to the 
Arian Hereſy, is very often, and very plainly taught in 
his Book againſt Praxeas. (2.) It is ſo far from neceſſa- 
ry, that it is plainly falſe that his Book againſt Praxeas 
was written before he fell into Montaniſn. For Tertullian 
himſelf, and that in this very Book againſt Praxeas tells 
us, that he was then, when he wrote, ſeparated from thoſe 
he calls Animal, the Catholics, and attach'd to the Mon- 
taviſts. For not far from the beginning of the Book he 
writes thus: „ 3 For the fame | Praxeas] forced the then 
«< Biſhop of Rome, who acknowledged the Propheties of 
Montauus, Priſca and Maximilla, and from that Ac> 
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« knowledgment ſent Peace to the Churches of Aa and 


« Phyygia, to recal his Letters of Peace then ſent out, and 
<& to depart from his Purpoſe of receiving the Gifts, by 


c aſſerting Falſehoods of the Prophets and their Churches, 
cc and by 8 the Authority of his [the Biſhop's | 


6 Predeceſſors. Thus Praxeas managed two of the De- 


s vil's Affairs at Rome; he expelled Prophecy, and brought 


e in Hereſy, he drove away the Paraclete, and crucified 
« the Father. You obſerve then that Tertullian was fo 
angry at Praxeas, becauſe he had perſuaded the Biſhop of 
Rome to reject Montanus with his Followers, and their 
Prophecies, that he ſays in this he had been Proctor for 
the Devil. Tertullian therefore was not only a Montaniſt at 
that time, but a Zealot in the Set. In the — Place a little 
after he ſays: And the Acknowledgment and Defence of 
the Paraclete hath ſeparated us from the Animal Men. 


As concerning what he ſays of Jerome, that he does not 


reckon the Book againſt Praxeas, among thoſe Tertullian 
wrote for Montanus; I anſwer, that the Books which Ter- 
tullian after he was a Montaniſt wrote 22 for Monta- 
nus againſt the Church, are to be diſtinguiſht from thoſe 
Books, which the ſame Tertullian when a Montaniſt wrote, 
not for Montanus againſt the Church, but for the Do- 


ctrines held in common by the Church and Montauus 


_ other Heretics. In the former Claſs, Ferome places 
t 


e Books, of Chaſtity, of Faſts, of Monogamy, and Ecſtaſy. 


In the latter I have evidently proved the Book againſt 


Praxcas. 
Dr. G R AB E Annotations. 


O the many places cited by Tertullian againſt Praxeas, 
for the Conſubſtantiality of the Son, I add a very 
remarkable Paſſage concerning the Trinity in the fame 
Book : So the Connection of the Father in the Son, 
<« and the Son in the Paraclete makes three coherent One 
ce with another. Which three are one Subſtance, not one 


P. 515. 
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ce Subſiſtence, as it is ſaid, J and the Father are one, in 
<« Unity of Subſtance, not Singularity of Perſon.” Col 
late this with what follows, Ch. 8. Seck. 4. 


. u e. E r Er er gr dre 


Cn Ar. VIII. 


The Nicene Creed, concerning the Conſubſtan- 
tiality of the Son, confirmed by the Teſtimo- 
nies of Caius a Presbyter, and Hippolytus 4 
famous Biſhop and Martyr. 


Y NOW come to. the Eccleſiaſtical Writers next in 
Age to Tertullian. In the Times of Photius, there 
© © was a Book intitled, Of the Univerſe. Some very ri- 
diculouſly attributed this Piece to Jaſephus the Few, others 
to Juſtin Martyr, and others to Irenens, as the fame Pho- 
tins tells us. But Photius has rightly followed their Opi- 
nion, who ſay it was wrote by one Caius a Presbyter, the 
Author of a famous Book call'd, The Labyrinth, who flou- 
riſht in the Days of Zephyrinus * Biſhop of Rome + For 
this Caizs, in the Concluſion of the Labyrinth, fays he was 
the Author of the Book concerning the Nature of the U- 
niverſe. How Catholicly this Author wrote all through 
concerning the true Divinity of our Lord, Photius informs 
us in theſe Words: He ſpeaks exactly of the Divinity 
ce of Chriſt, our true God; he both calls him by the 
name Chriſt, and unexceptionably deſcribes his ineffable 
c“ Generation from the Father. Surely Caius could not 
have wrote very properly and unexceptionably of the true 
Divinity of our Saviour, and of his ineffable Generation, 
in Photins's eg at leaſt, if any Thing had fallen from 
him, which made for the Ariam, or in Appearance only 


N _ p. 25. Cod, 48. Victor & Zephyrinus, Phot us ſays, 
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oppoled the emen of the Son. With the belt 
Reaſon therefore we place this Writer among the Patrons 


of the Catholic Nicene Creed. 
2. Next to him is Hippohhtus the Martyr and Biſhop of 
Portua (as we learn from Anaſtaſius Biblioth.) he flouriſhr 


in the Reign of Alexander, the Son of Mammea, about 
the Year 220. In his ſmall Pieces againſt Bero and Helice 


in the Collection? of Anaſtaſius, he accurately diſcerns two - 


Natures in Chriſt, and plainly demonſtrates the Divine to 
be the fame with that of the Father. For he' deſcribes 
Chriſt, as being, and underſtood to be, infinite God, and 
circumſcribed Man at the ſame time, as having perfectly 
the perfect Nature of both. There is a famous Confeſſion 
of the ſame Perſon concerning the Divine and Humane 


Nature of Chriſt, as expreſs and ſignificant as any of the 


Poſt=Nicene : * The Divinity is ſuch after the Incarnation, 


« as it was before, in Nature infinite, incomprehenſible, 


« without Paſſions, Change or Variation, Power it ſelf, 
« and, to ſay all, eſſentially ſubſiſting, and the only infi- 
« nitely powerful Good. No will wonder that 


Hippolytus hath ſpoken ſo highly of the Son of God, who 


remembers he was the Diſciple of Clemens Alexandrin,(ac- 
cording to the Antients) who wrote as greatly as any one 
concerning Chriſt the true God. ; | 
z. Theſe Things are ſo plain and clear, that Sandins ? 
bach no way to evade them, but by denying boldly that 
they belong to Hippolytus. Let us ſee his Reaſons for ſet- 
ting up this decretory Sentence of his againſt the Judg- 
ment of Auaſtaſius, that antient and great Librarian, and as 
his Buſineſs required, very well verſed in the Manuſcript 
Copies of the antienter Fathers. « Neither Euſebius nor 
| «« Jerome have mentioned ſuch a Tratt.”” As though they 
had never omitted any. Now Exſebins * plainly profeſſes, 
that he never put out a full Catalogue of Hippohtus 8 Works, 
and after he has reckoned up ſome of them, adds, And a 


great ma more you may find preſerved in the Hands of many. 


Collect. p. 210. Ibid. p. 211. 3 De Scrip. Eccl. p. 27. 
4 E. H. p. 182. 
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But Jerome added but a very few to the Catalogue of Eu- 
ſebins. Saudius might with as good Probability have con- 
tended that Hippolytus was not the Biſhop of any Church, 


for both Euſebius and Jerome were ignorant of the place, 


and we are obliged to Augſtaſius for it. But he has another 
ſmall Reaſon for us. He muſt either be a Sabeilian, or 
ce an Emychian, who was Author of thoſe Fragments, be- 
<«. cauſe of theſe Words: Which is the ſame with the Father, 
« being made alſo the ſame with Fleſh by Exinanition. Both 
e thefe Forms of Speech (according to Ignatius) are He- 
C retical; for he ſays, the Heretics teach, that the Father, 
<« the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt are the fame, and after- 
« wards, that God and Man are not the ſame. For if 
c“ [rhe ſame| be ſaid to mean an Identity of Subſiſtence, it 
cc is manifeſt Sabelliauiſin; if an Unity of Eſſence and Na- 
«, ture, it is plain Eutychianiſn. To which I anſwer, 


[the ſame] in the former Member of the Sentence denotes 


an Unity of Eſſence, not an Identity of Subſiſtence, which 


alone the ſpurious Ignatius cited by Sandius oppoſes. Nor 


can it be allowed that Extychianiſm is confirmed by thoſe 
Words | the ſame with the Fleſh|. That you may ſee the 
intolerable Ignorance and Fraud of the Man, obſerve the 
whole Fragment of Hippohtus, as it runs thus: That which 
as the ſame ai the Father, underwent no Change at all in 
becoming the ſame with Fleſh by Exinanition ; but ſo as it was 
without the Fleſh. ſo it remained without any Circumſcription. 
You ſee Hippolytus does not here fn; bu expreſsly de- 
nies, that the Word, the Son of God was after his Incar- 


nation, in any Thing the ſame with Fleſh. Nothing could 


be more full againſt Euryches. But Sandius inſiſts, that it 
is abundantly plain the Author was a Sabellian from thoſe 
Words of his in Anaſtaſius, in which he attributes to the 
Son azwmoiey ; for Ignatius writes in the ſaid place, that 
the Heretics (the Simoniaus, the fore-runners of Sabelliusy 
thought Chriſt ay#11]&, Here the Scphiſt plays with 
an homonymous Word, and intends to cheat his Reader. 
I have ſhewed above that the Words 2y4nn!'& and 49 S- 
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are promiſcuouſly uſed by Eccleſiaſtical Writers, eſpecial- 
ly the Ante-Nicene ; ſo that as well the one as the other 
{ignified, uncreate, not made, in which Senſe the true Ig- 
natins expreſsly faid, that the Son was &yivrnlos. Anaſtaſins 
therefore very truly, though barbarouſly tranſlates the 
Word emis uſed by Hippolyras, infactio. But I'm 
aſhamed to be ſo tedious in ſuch obvious Matters. 

4+ Their Objection is more ſpecious, who endeavour 
to prove. theſe Fragments none of Hippohtuss, becauſe in 
them the Hereſy of Emtyches, of much later Date than 
Hippohtus, is refuted. Poſſevinus, out of Caniſms, thus an- 
ſwers theſe Men, that the Error, which confounded the 
Natures of Chriſt, againſt which Hippohtus diſputes, was 


not born and introduced with Apollinaris and Eutyches, but 


was much more Antient, and mentioned by Fuſtin Martyr 
in the Expoſition of the Faith. I'm inclined to believe 
Poſſevinus and Caniſius miſtaken in attributing that Piece to 
Faſtin, but it is very clear from others, and I could con- 
firm it by many Teſtimonies, that the Error, &c. was 
older than Apollinaris and Euryches, and was oppoſed by 
Doctors of the Church more Antient than Hippolyeus. I 
ſhall content my ſelf with one Paſſage out of Tertullian. 
He thus diſputes concerning the Incarnation in that un- 
doubted Book of his againſt Praxeas : ' The Queſtion 
« 1s this, how Chriſt was made Fleſh, whether he was 
ce transformed into it, or cloathed with it? He was cloathed 
with it. For it is neceſſary that we believe God to be 
immutable, not to be formed into any other Thing, as 
“he is Eternal. Now Transformation is the Deſtructi- 
on of what was before; for every Thing that is tranſ- 
formed into another Thing ceaſes to be What it was, 
and begins to be what it was not. But God neither 
ceaſes to be, nor can be any other than he was. But 
e the Word is God, and the Word of the Lord remaineth 
« for ever, ſtill abiding in his own Form. Now if he 


& that he was fo made Fleſh, as te be in the Fleſh, he is 
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was not capable of being transformed, the conſequence is 
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64 maniſeſt in it, ſeen and handled by it. And fo we 
c muſt underſtand it by a Parity of Reaſon. For, if the 
C Word is made Fleſh by Transformation and Change of 
« Subſtance, then Jeſus will be one Subſtance made up of 
two, a certain Mixture of Fleſh and Spirit, as the Ele- 
© frum, a Compolition of Gold and Silver, and begins 
to be neither Gold, z. e. Spirit, nor Silver, i. e. Fleſh, 
* whilſt they are changed one with the other, and a third 
„ made out of both. Therefore Jeſus can't be God; 
„for the Word ceaſed to be when made Fleſh ; nor the 
“ Fleſh Man, for he is not properly Fleth, who was the 
«© Word; ſo then of both there is neither, and the third 
js ſomething very different from both. But we find 
him directly explained to us as God and Man, ſurely in 
56 every reſpect the Son of God, and the Son of Man, 
ce doubtleſs according to both Subſtances different from 
c each other in their Properties, becauſe the Word can be 
c no other than God, and the Fleſh no other than Man. 
«« Thus the Apoſtle informs us of both his Subſtances : 
c Tho was made, ſays he, of the Seed of David? This is 
e Man, and the Son of Man; who was defined the Son of 
« God according to the Spirit? This is God, the Word of 
« God, the Son. We fay two States, not confounded, 
c bur joined in one Perſon, God and the Man Jeſus.” 
Thus Tertullian, who was more antient than Hyppolytns, 
as expreſs and effectual as any Thing ſpoken againſt Euty- 
chianiſm it (elf, Who would not take him for an egregi- 
ous Sophiſt, who ſhould hence conclude, that the Book 
againſt Praxeas, was none of Tertullian s, but ſome Body's 
who wrote after Entyches ? Indeed it is in the Church, as 
in the World. The fame round. A latter Age calls thoſe 
new Hereſies, which are only antient Errors revived. 

5. What means the Fw 45 of the Irenicum to reject 
theſe Fragments, as but very lately produced? Is Anaſta- 
ſius, in whoſe Collections they are found, and produced as 
the genuine Pieces of Hippolytus, who flouriſh'd 800 Years 
ago, of fo very late a Date? Or does he ſuſpect that theſe 
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Collections, publiſh'd by Sirmondus 1620, are not the ge- 
nuine Works of Anaſtaſins * Anaſtaſus owns them plainly 
in an undoubted Piece of his, and (as Labbe * obſerves) 
expounds ſome of thoſe little Things, which he had tran- 
ſlated into Latin, and thrown into his Collection. He 
objects, that in theſe Fragments there are ſome Things con- 

cerning the Eternity of the Son repugnant to rhe Doctrine 
of Hippohtus in his undoubted Piece againſt Noetws. This 


I ſhall ſhew to be frivolous in my third Section; he mi- 


ſtakes again, when he cites this Paſſage out of the Book 
againſt Noetus, as contradictory to the Doctrine of the 


Author of the Fragments: Nor is the Word of it ſelf, 


« and without the Fleſh, the perfect Son, 323 the 
« Only-begotten was a perfect Word; nor can the Fleſh 
« of it ſelf 
« Subſiſtence in the Word, it ſubſifts in it.” Hippohtus 
was not ſo mad. as to ſay (as this nameleſs Author would 
have him) that the Word, or Only-begotren had any in- 
trinſic Perfection by taking upon him Fleſh ; but plainly 
teaches the contrary. For, (I.) he expreſsly ſaith that our 
Lord was the perfect Word, and - Only-begotten before 
Incarnation. (2.) He teaches clearly, that the Word, or 
Only-begotten was ſo far from being improved by the hu- 
mane Fleſh, that the Fleſh owed its Subſiſtence to the 


Word. What then, you'll fay, did Hippolyzes mean by 
ſaying, that the Word, or Only-begotten without the 


Fleſh was not a perfect Son? He meant that the Word 
before Incarnation had not every Degree of Filiation, was 
not ſo the Son of God, as the Father would have him. 
The Antients attributed to him a threefold Nativity or 
Filiation. The 1ſt, as the Word was from Eternity be- 


gotten of the Mind of the Father. From this Nativity 


there was a perfect Divine Subſiſtence, to which the other 
Nativities made no Acceſſion, but rather were to. be 
eſteemed ſo many Humiliations, and Condeſcenſions of the 
Son of God. The 24 is, that, when the Word went out 


from the Father energetically, with whom he had been, 


 Labbe Diſſert. Eiſt. p. 65. Vol. 2 
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without the Word ſubſiſt, becauſe it hath its 
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before any Thing but God exiſted, f. e. Eternally, when 
he proceeded from him, and condeſcended to create the 
Univerſe. The 3d, when the ſame Word was made Fleſh, 
came down from the Boſom of the Father into the Womb 
of the Bleſſed Virgin, and became Man of her by the 
cver-ſhadowing of the Holy Ghoſt. This was the laſt 
Condeſcenſion (eternally to be adored by us Men: and 
even by Angels), this being finiſh'd, he was the perfect 
Son of God, had every kind of Filiation ; for the other 
Filiations, which regard the humane Nature of Chriſt, de- 
pend upon, and follow from this. Of this more largely 
in the third Section. In the mean time this muſt be ob- 
| ſerved, that ſome of thoſe places cited by rhe Author of 
the /renicum out of Hippohhtus againſt Noetus as repugnant 
to the Creed of Nice, ts Catholic Faith, do greatly con- 
firm it. Thus: When I fay another (namely, the Son 
« from the Father). I don't ſay two- Gods, but as it 
c were, Light of Light, Water from the Fountain, or a 
« Ray from the Sun. The Power is one from the 
ce whole, the Father is the whole from whom the Power, 
cc the Word is. For this Mind, or Senſe, which came 
« into the World is ſhewn to be the Son of God. All 
Things were made by him, he alone is begotten of the 
« Father.” Where he proves the Father and Son per- 
ſanally diſtinft to be therefore one God, becauſe the Soi 
is not God of himſelf, but God of God, even of the Fa- 
ther, as Light is of Light, Water of the Fountain, and a 
Ray of the Sun, and expteſsly excepts the Son out of the 
Number of created Things, faying, that he alone was be- 
gotten of the Father; all of them Things perfectly agree- 
ing to the Nicene Faith. Nor ſhould it give any Offence 
that Hippolytus calls the Father, The Whole, the Son, The 
Virtue or Power from the Whole. For the Father is rightly 
called the Whole, as he is the Fountain of the Deity : 
For the Divinity which is in the Son and the Holy Spirit 
is the Father's, as derived from the Father. In like man- 
ner the other place cited out of the ſame Book by this So- 
phiſt is truly Catholic: The Father commands, the Word 
performs, The Son is exhibited, the Father through him is 
N 4 believed. 
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believed. The Oeconom of Agreement terminates in one God. 
There is one God, even the Father ho commands, the Son 
ho obeys, and the Holy Ghoſt ho teaches knowledge, It is 
the Father who is over all, the Son who is through all, the 
Holy Ghoſt who is in all. Here Hippohtus plainly teaches, 
that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are one God ; he 
gives to every one of them Omnipreſence, and a Divine 
Power which pervades all Things. That he ſays the Fa- 
ther commands, and the Son obeys, he ſays no more, nor 
other than the other Orthodox Ante- Nicene and Poſt-Ni- 
cene Fathers. See what we have diſcourſed beſore con- 
cerning Irencus. That he ſays the Father is over all, is to 
be referred to his Eminence, as Father, which all the Ca- 
tholics acknowledge. But what Occaſion for many Words? 
The very Title of the Book againſt NMoerus ſufficiently 
ſhews, how vain the Author of the Irgnicum is in his At- 
tempt to prove Arianiſin from it. The Title is this, A 
Homily concerning God, Three and One, and concerning the 
Myſtery of the Incarnation, ai the Hereſy of Noetus. 
Now ſurely no Arian can profeſs to believe in God Three 
and One, unleſs ſophiſtically and fraudulently. Yide Grabe's 
: Note. R | tif 


Grabes Annotations take Notice of another Paſſage in 
that part of Caizs's Book concerning the Univerſe, which 
treats of the infernal State, in which the Souls of the Juſt 
and Unjuſt are contained, publiſh'd firſt by Hæſchelius, 
and ſince inſerted in a Collection of ſeveral ſacred Writers 
by Le Moe, who makes Hippolytus the Author of it. 
« All whether Juſt or Unjuſt ſhall be brought before Gad 
ec the Word. To him the Father hath given all Judg- 
<< ment. He performing the Will of the Father ſhall come 
& as Judge, whom we call Chriſt. There are alſo ſeve- 
ral other Citations out of Hippohtus from T heodoret, &c. 
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Origen's Doctrine concerning the true Divinity 
of the Son of God is largely and clearly ſhewn 
to be Catholic, and exatily agreeable to the 

Nicene Creed; and that eſpecially from that 
moſt pure and exact Piece of his againſt Cel- 
ſus, which was the Work of his old Age, 


ET Origen, his Rival and Superior ſucceed Hippoh- 
tus. It in ſtrange how great Controverſy there has 

been berwaxt both Antients and Moderns about the 
Doctrine of this celebrated Perſon. To ſpeak of the An- 
tients, only conformably to my Deſign, ſome extol him to 
the Heavens, others devote him to Hell as the worſt of 
Hereſiarchs, eſpecially in the Point before us. As for the 
Catholic Doctors who were nearer his times, the greater 
and better part of them aſſent to him. Alexander of Feru- 
ſalem, Theoctiſtus of Cæſarea, Diompſius of Alexandria, Fir- 
milian of Cæſarea, 2 Thaumaturgus, and Athenodorut, 
his Contemporaries had him in great Eſteem. All Pale- 
ſtine, Arabia, Phœnicia, and Achaia defended his Cauſe a- 
gainſt Demetrius of Alexandria. The ſame was done by 
Pamphilus the Martyr, and Euſebius of Ceſarea in an Apo- 
logy of ſix Books, all loſt except one. Photius fays, 


for him. Beſides, Athanaſius has praiſed him as a {tre- 
nuous Defender of the Catholic Doctrine againſt the He- 
reſy, afterwards called Arianiſm. Didymus of Alexandria 
(a famous Man in whom Ferome glories as his Maſter) 
publiſh'd an Apology for Origen alſo, and Titus Boſtrenſis, 


Phot. Cod. 117 & 118. p. 194. 2 Athan. Vol. 1. p. 232 
K 133. Cp | 
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the noble Pair of the Gregories, Nazianzen and Nyſſen, and 
John of Jeruſalem, often laſht for it by Epiphanius and 
Methodins, who writ a long time before the Riſe 
of the Arian Controverſy, a bitter Enemy to Origen, laid 
aſide his Hatred, and at laſt was not aſhamed to profeſs 
himſelf an admirer of him. Laſtly, Ruins (called by 
Caſſian * whatſoever after times thought of him, The Ma- 


fer of Chriſtian Philofophy, avd no contemptible Man among ſt 
the Eccleſiaſtical Doctors, whoſe Sanctity Jerome himſelt at 


one time extolled) was a great Defender of Origen, to ſay 


nothing of the many Agprian Monks who engaged fo 
deeply in the Cauſe berwixt him and 7 heophilus Alexan- 
3 i 


2. In this ſo great Diſſent of ſuch eminent Men, it 
were much to be wiſh'd that more of the many Co he 


wrote had come to our Hands pure and tire, from which 


we might without Partiality, and with more certainty 
have determined concerning his Doctrine. But alas! he 


Himſelf hath complained in an Epiſtle wrote to certain Per- 
ſons in Alexandria, that ſome of his Books, in his Life- 


time, were by bad Men corrupted and interpolated, and 


others ſpurious and none of his, publiſh'd under his cele- 


brated Name. You may eafily gueſs with how much 
greater Confidence ſuch dark Fellows would play the fame 
Tricks after his Deceaſe. It is certain, far the greateſt part 
of his Writings are loſt, and that thoſe which remain, ex- 
cept the Books againſt Celſus, and the Fragments called 
Philogalia, are only extant in Latin; and, as it is plain, mi- 
ſerably changed and interpolated by the Interpreters, till 


of hte the famous Dan. Huetius publiſh'd from the Greek. 


Manuſcripts ſome of his Comments. Nothing but Envy 
can deny, that in this he has deſerved very well of all 
Lovers of Antiquity. The fame Hetins * ſays it is to 
him probable, „That all the Books of Origen, that Pro- 
ce vidence hath tranſmitred to us, are violated, but eſpeci- 
ce ally thoſe, which beſides the Miſtakes of Tranſcribers, 
c and the Adulterations of Heretics, have ſuffered from 


Lib. 7. de Incarnatione. Origenian. p. 235. 
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ce the Errors or Fraud of the Interpreters. He intended, 
I ſuppoſe, to have excepted the Books againſt Celſus, which 
no Perſon (that I know) hath ſuſpected to have ſuffered, 
in any notable wan any otherwiſe than by the Mi- 
ſtakes of Copiers, from which no Antients are exempt. 
3. But if all Origens Writings were extant, pure and 
incorrupt, they would not all equally ſerve to ſhew his 
true and genuine Opinion. A different Regard muſt be 
had to the different Works of a voluminous Author. Some 
he ſent privately * to his Friends, hoping they would ne- 
ver ſee the Light: In theſe he hath diſcourſed looſely, and 
almoſt ſceptically; for the moſt part he has propoſed, not 
ſo much his own Opinion certain and determinate, as the 
Reaſonings of others, or his own Doubts and Scruples, for 
the better Illuſtration of the Truth. Others he publiſh'd 
| himſelf, either againſt Infidels or Heretics, or to inſtruct 
the Chriſtian People: In theſe he hath gone in the ſafe 
beaten way, and more ſtudiouſly delivered the received 
Doctrine of the Church. Some he hath haſtily dictated, 
others he has work'd off more diligently. Laſtly, (to uſe 
the Words of Huctius), ſome are the poliſh'd Pieces of a 
Genius more cultivated and improved by Age, others the 
Extravagances of a juvenile Heat. Thus Ferome * very 
well ſays of Origen, that ſome of his Treatiſes are Boyiſh, 
ſome Manly and becoming the Seriouſneſs of old Age. 
Now it can't be denied, that Origens Suffrage concerning 
the Catholic Doctrine ſhould be askt from thoſe Writings, 
he intended for the Public, from thoſe which he finiſh'd 
with Thought and Attention, from rhoſe he compoſed 
when old, and well experienced. Such are the eight Books 
againſt Celſus the Epicurean. In theſe he defends the com- 
mon Doctrine of Chriſtians againſt an able Adverſary. 
Theſe he wrote with all his Care, with the greateſt Learn- 
ing, and when (according to Exſebins). he was about 
ſixty. From theſe Books therefore I ſhall fetch my Teſti- 


Of theſe Jerome ſays, (Ep. 65. ad Pam. & Ocean.) Origen re- 
pented in an Epiſtle wrote by him to Fabian, and laid the fault of unad- 
vjſedly publiſhing his private Correſpondence upon Ambroſe. ' * In Pro- 
logo ad Comment, in Lucam, 3 E, H. Lib. 6. ch; 36. p. 189. 
oh . | monies 
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monies to ſhew that Origen was in this Article a Catholic: 
only adding ſome Places, which the Catholic Doctors, 


who lived nearer his times, and could well know his ge- 


nuine Works, have ſupplied me with. From all theſe 1 
hope my fincere Reader will at laſt perceive, with what 
impotent Malice Petavius has raved againſt Origen, whilſt 
he is not afraid thus to ſpeak of this Father, Holy and 
Learned even in the Opinion of his Enemies: I is plain 
from Origen, that he thought impiouſly and abſurdly of the 


Trinity. And alittle after, A Origen as before Arius in 
Ae, he was equal to him in Impiety, yea, he taught him that 


impious Leſſon. And indeed he every where abuſes him. 
Perhaps the Jeſuit thought himſelf obliged to it by his 
Religion, becauſe the venerable Father and his Followers, 
with their Doctrines, are damn'd and anathematiz'd in the 
Fth Synod. * But there have been great Men of the Ro- 
miſb Church, ¶ Joannes Picus Mirandula, Facobus Merlinus 
Victurnienſis, Deſiderius Eraſmus Roteroda mus, Sixtus Senen- 


for, Claudius Eſpencæus, Gilbertus Genebrardus, and Petrus 


Halloixius), who not terrified with thoſe Anathema's, have 
dared to name Origen without Diſgrace, nay, publickly 


and openly to defend him. They rightly judged that 


Synod had not anathematized Origen himſelf, and his Te- 
nets, but thoſe pernicious Doctrines of a Trinity of dif- 
ferent Subſtances, of a phantaſtical Reſurrection of the Bo- 
dy, which are contained in the adulterate Works of Ori- 


gen, or which ſome who would be called Origeniſts, would 


ſcreen under his great Name. The Synod indeed, with 


thoſe, did alſo condemn thoſe Paradoxes, which were real 


Iy Origens, the Pre- exiſtence of Souls, the animated Stars 
and Elements, &. as falſe and very abſurd, not as Here- 
rica], unleſs perſiſted in obſtinately, and with a Contempt 
of Catholic Doctrine, a Temper which Origen knew no- 
thing of, though it abounded in the Origeniſts. But to 
come to the Point in Hand. N Th 


De Trin. Lib. 1, c. 12. n. 9. Dre. Grabe ſays, rather in 
another Synod held at Conſtantinople before the 5th, and refers to Va- 
telius's Notes upon Evagrius, p. 111. | | 
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4. Origen ſo often declares the Divine, 5. e. the un- 
create, infinite, incomprehenſible, and immutable Nature 
of the Word and Son of God, in his Books againſt Celſus, 
that to cite every place of that kind would be to tranſcribe 
a great part of his Work. I'Il therefore only ſelect ſome; 
treating of the Magi, who came out of the Eaſt into Fudea 
to ſee the King, who was diſcovered to them by an un- 
common Star, he ſays: © Bringing Gifts, which they | 
ce offered as Symbols to (if I may fo ſpeak) him who was 
« compounded of God and mortal Man, Gold as to a 
_ « King, Myrrh as to one who ſhould die, Frankincenſe | 
c as to God. Here he acknowledges in the Perſon of 
Chriſt the mortal Man and the immortal God, to whom 
Divine Honour uſually paid by the Oblation of Frankin- 
cenſe, is due. Parallel to this is a place in the /ame Book®, 
where Celſus ſcoffing at the Blood of Jeſus poured our 
upon the Croſs, and ſaying, it was not ſuch Blood, as the 
bleſſed Gods uſed to have; Origen thus anſwers him: 
« But we believing Jeſus, who ſays of his Godhead ; Tm 
« the Way, the Truth, and the Life, and ſuch like; and of 
ce his Manhood, But now you ſeek to hill me, a Man who 
ce has told you the Truth; ſay, that he is a compound Be- 
c ing.” A little after he ſays, „ Thar there was ſome- 
« thing Divine under the Appearance of the Man; which 
ce was properly the Son of God, God, the Word, the 
« Power and Wiſdom of God.” And + again he calls 
Chriſt, God manifeſted in a Humane Body for the Benefit of | 
our Kind. 0 | 1 
5. In the ſecond Book citing Gen. i. 26. 5 Let us 
Man after our own Image and Similitude, and that place of | 
the Pſalms: He ſpoke, and they were made ; he commanded, 
and they were created; he gathers that it was the Son of 
God, and the Word, ro whom God the Father ſpoke and 
commanded, for this Reaſon : * If God commanded, and 
<« the Creatures were made; who, according to the Pro- 
ce phet, could fulfil ſo great a command of the Father, ex- 
* cept (if I may ſo ſpeak) the animate Word, the Truth? 
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In which Words he plainly diſtinguiſhes the Son of God 
from the Creatures ; nay, further he clearly teaches, that 
the Work of the Creation committed by God the Father 
to the Son is ſo great, namely, a proper Work of the Di- 
vine Omnipotence, that it could not be perfected, but by 
him, who is the Word and: Truth of God the Father. All 
Men that have Eyes may ſee a wide difference betwixt 


this Reaſoning, and the abuſive Interpretations of theſe 


Scriptures which the Arians give; as on the other hand, 
an exact Agreement with the Opinion of the Catholics, 
who from the Work of the Creation aſſerted the Divinity 
of the Son. Origen in the ſame place teaches, * that the 


Divinity of God the Word is not fo circumſcribed, as to 


be no where out of the Body, and the Soul of Jeſus, but 
is and always was every where. And leaſt this ſhould ſeem 


to favour Cerinthianiſm, he adds: This we fay, not 


ce that we ſeparate the Son of God from Jeſus; for ſince 
« the Oeconomy, the Body and Soul of Jeſus hath been 
« ſtrictly united to the Word of God.” Can any one 
explain both the Natures of Chriſt, and the hypoſtatical 


Union of both more Catholicly than * in theſe places? 


A little after he calls the Body of Chriſt, The true Temple 


of the Word, the Wiſdom, and the Truth of God; which 


Temple the Jens deſpiſed, too much revering their Tem- 
e of Stones. 
6. In the third Book when Celſus objects to the Chri- 
ſtians; that they believed Jeſus, who conſiſted of a mor- 
tal Body to be God; and ſeemed to themſelves in that 
Reſpect, or upon that Account, pious; Origen thus an- 
ſwers: Let our Accuſers know, that he of whom we 
<« think and are perſuaded that he was from the beginning 
cc God, and the Son of God, is the Word, the Wiſdom, 


de the Truth it ſelf; but that his mortal Body, and hu- 


c mane Soul, by not _ a Communion, but an Union 
« and Incorporation with him, hath received very great 
« Improvements, and being made Partaker of the God- 
« head, is become God. The plain Senſe of this An- 


* p. 63. p. 64. bid. ; p. 135 & 136. 
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ſwer, is this: Does it diſturb your Brains, you Philoſo- 
phers, that we Chriſtians call our Saviour Chriſt, who has 
a mortal Body, God * Whatever Trouble it may give 
you, we affirm him to be God, the Reaſon, the Truth, 
the Wiſdom it ſelf; yea, ſo God, as that his humane 
Nature by an Union with the Divine is after a ſort deiſied. 
Here we muſt obſerve the uſe of Plato's way of ſpeaki 
ae, avioaridue. So Plato dulod)adey, parks ſel ; 
giving that Attribute to the true ſupreme God, betwixt 
whom and the Word, or Reaſon he made a wider Diffe- 
rence. But Origen, as it were, correcting the Platonic Phi- 
loſophy by the Chriſtian, calls the Mord, au]emgia, dune 
«x22, and therefore pronounces that he may be juſtly 
called av]av3amzy, Let not our Lutheran Brethren, who de- 
fend I know not what Ubiquity of Chriſt's humane Na- 
ture, ſuppoſe they have any Advantage from theſe Words 
of Origen. For in the place afore-cited, Origen plainly 
teaches, that the Word is fo joined to the humane Nature 
of Chriſt, as that it exiſts out of the Body and Soul of 
Jeſus, and that to be every where is proper to the Divini- 
ty alone. Nay, in this very place, . after the Words 
alledged, he ſo explains what he ſaid concerning the Mix- 
ture of two Natures, as to profeſs this alone was his Mean- 
ing : That the glorified Fleſh of Chriſt was made ſuch, 
by a Change of Qualities, as was proper to dwell in the 
higheſt Heaven; and retained nothing of the natural car- 
ol Infirmity. So much by boy of Digreſſion. 
7. In the fourth Book we have Celſus thus diſputing 
againſt the Chriſtian Doctrine of our Saviour's Deſcent up- 
on Earth, and his Incarnation. * „ God is good, fair, 
« happy, of the beſt and moſt beautiful Species. If he 
« came down to Men, he muſt be changed: Now this 
«© Change would be from good to bad, from fair to 
ce foul, from happy ro unhappy, from beſt to worſt. 
Who would — ſuch a Change? Without doubt 
« mortal Man only is liable to it: It is the Property of 
ce the immortal God, to be always the ſame : Therefore. 
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& God would never admit ſuch a Change.” Now if 


Origen had been an Arian, how eaſily might he have con- 
fured this Argument? Namely; by only ſaying; that nei- 
ther he, nor the Catholics of his time, believed the Son 
of God to be really the immutable God, but made him 


a Creature of a Nature different from God, and altogether 
mutable? But Origen preſerves the Catholic Hypotheſis 


concerning the truly Divine and immutable Nature of the 


Son of God, and anſwers thus: I think I ſhall give a. 


« juſt Anſwer to theſe Matters, by laying before you 


« the Scriptural Account of Chriſt's deſcent to Men; in 
de order to which there was no Neceſſity of a Change 


& (as Celſus thinks we ſay) or Transformation from good 


« to bad, from fair to foul, from happy to unhappy, 
« or from beſt to worſt : But remaining in Eſſence un- 


&« changeable, he by Providence and Oeconomy conde- 


cc ſcended to Humane Affairs. We will now cite the 
« Scriptures, which ſay God is immutable, thus, Thon 


“ art the ſame, &c. and, I am not changed: But Epicurus's 


« Gods, being compounded of Atoms, and by Conſtitu- 


cc tion diſſoluble, have enough to do, to ſhake off their 


« corrupt Atoms. So the God of the Srrics being Body 
c likewiſe, is ſometimes all Intellect, when there is a Con- 
cc flagration, ſometimes partly ſo, when there is an Or- 
cc dination, or Diſpoſition. For they could not diſcover 
« the natural Notion of God, as a Being always incor- 
& ruptible, ſimple, incompounded and indiviſible. But 
cc that which deſcended to Men, was in the form of God, 
* and in Love to Mankind, made himſelf little, empty'd 
cc himſelf, that he might be comprehended by them. There 
« was no Change in Tom from good to bad, : Again, 
ſometime after: « Bur if the immortal God, the Word, 


© taking upon him a mortal Body, and an Humane Soul, 


ce ſeems to Celſus to be changed and transformed; let him 


cc Jearn that the Word remains in Eſſence the Word, and 


« ſuffers none of thoſe Things which the Soul and Body 
« ſuffer ; that condeſcending to him who can't behold 
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tc the Glory, and Splendor of his Godhead, he is, as it 
« ere, made Fleſh, and ſpeaks to us bodily. Let any 
fair Man ſay whether theſe are the Words of one who 
out- went Arius in Impiety, and was his Maſter. Here 
Origen clearly teaches that the Son of God is the immor- 
tal God, in his Subſtance immutable ; and, as he is in 
the Form of God, together with the Father incorrupti- 
ble, ſimple, uncompounded, and indiviſible. A little 
after he thus begins his Anſwer to an Objection Celſus 
had made of the ſame kind: To this it may be reply d, 
e that in one Place is underſtood the Nature of the Di- 
c vine Word, which is God, in the other the Soul of 
« Jeſus.” Here you ſee, the very Nature of the Word, 
or the Word by Nature expreilly called God. Thus in 
a place of Origen, cited in the Catena of Baltaſar Corderius, 
* The Son of God is called, the Maker of the Univerſe, who 
7 eſſentially God the Word. What Arian would have faid 
thar the Son was in his very Eſſence and Subſtance God? 
This is the very Thing, which the NMicene Fathers de- 
termined againſt Arius; namely, that the Son of God 
was Conſubſtantial with God. | 3 

8. In the fifth Book, 3 giving a Reaſon why the Chri- 
ſtians worſhip the Son of God, not the Sun, Moon, or 
Stars, he a thus: Therefore it is not reaſonable 
e that thoſe, who are taught bravely to be above every 
„Creature, to endeavour to obtain, or to meditate upon, the 
« bright and never fading Wiſdom, or that thoſe who 
« have obtained or received it, being rhe Effulgence of 
<« the eternal Light, ſhould be ſtruck with the ſenſible 
« Light of the Sun, Moon and Stars to ſuch a degree, 
c as becauſe of their ſenſible Light, to think themſelves 
« inferior to them; that thoſe who have ſuch a Light 
t of Knowledge, the true Light, the Light of the Word, 
« and the Light of Men, ſhould adore them.” Here 
9 plainly teaches that the Wiſdom, or Son of God 
is the true Light, the Light of the World, the Splendor 
of the eternal Light; which Chriſtians ſhould therefore 


> P. 171. 3 In Joannis, cap. 1 V. 1, 2 P- 237. 
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worſhip, neglecting the Sun, Moon, and other heavenly 


Lights; becauſe they are taught in their Worſhip. to ſoar 
above every Creature. Hence it is very clear that Origen 
did not dream with Arius, that the Son of God was to 


be ranged among the Creatures. A little after he ſtill illu- 


ſtrates this Matter more : «© And as thoſe who worſhip 
ce the Sun, Moon and Stars, becauſe of their ſenſible hea- 
tc venly Light, would not worſhip a Spark of Fire, or 
an earthly Lamp, as ſeeing the incomparable Excellence, 
of what they thought worthy to be Worſhipt, above 
that of Sparks or Lamps; ſo they, who perceive that 
& God is Light; they who apprehend that the Son of 
& God is the true Light, which lighteth every Man that 
& cometh into the World; they who underſtand that 
& this Light faith, I am the Light of the World, can't ra- 
& tionally worſhip that ſmall Spark of true Light, com- 
c pared to God the Light, which is in the Sun, Moon 
& and Stars. Nor do we diſhonour theſe ſo great Works 
& of God, or with Anaxagoras call the Sun a Ball of Fire, 
< &c. and therefore ſpeak of them in this manner, but 
% we ſpeak thus of them, . perceiving the unſpeakable Ex- 
* cellence of God the ſupreme, and of the Only-begot- 
&« ten, who excels every Thing elſe.” What can be more 
expreſs for the Divinity of the Son? Here Origen clearly 
teaches, that the Son with the Father is that true Light, 
which is God; and with which, if the very Light of 


the Sun be compared, it is only like a ſmall Spark; he 


expreſſly attributes to the Son as well as the Father, that ex- 
cellent Divinity which is immenſely above every Creature. 


He at laſt concludes from hence, that God the Father and 
his Only-begorten Son, ſetting aſide the Sun, the Moon, 


and other heavenly Lights, are alone to be honoured by 


divine Worſhip (in the Unity of the Holy Spirit, 'as 


he elſewhere acknowledges). In the ſame Place a little 
after he ſays, that God the Father condeſcends to Men 


for their good, not locally, being immenſe, and not in- 
cluded in any Place, but providentially ; but that the Son 
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of God is always preſent with his Diſciples, not only when 
he lived among Men; and that although he vouchſafes 
of his infinite Love to Mankind to be with us locally 
in the Human Nature, yet that notwithſtanding, he was 
every where preſent. Having laid down theſe Things, 
he reaſons thus, for the Worſhip of God the Father only, 
and his Only-begorten Son, againſt the Adoration of Hea- 
venly Lights: It is abſurd, when he fills the Hea- 
« ven and Earth, when he ſays, Don't I fill Heaven and 
* Earth, ſaith the Lord? When he is with us, and near 
«us, (for I believe him when he ſays: Jam a God at 
« hand, and not afar off, ſaith the Lord) to ſeek one to 
< pray to, who is not every where, even the Sun, the 
« Moon, or ſome of the Stare. 5 | 
9. In the ſixth Book Origen very clearly confirms 
the Divine and uncreated Nature of 'the Son of God, 
ſaying, Nor can any one throughly know him who is 
&« || zucreate, and the firſt born of every created Nature, as 
ce the Father knows him, who begat him; nor can any 
ce one know the Father ſo as the animated Word knows 
c him, his Wiſdom and his Truth.” Origen as expreſſly 
pronounces againſt Arius, as if he had fate in the Nicene 
Council, that the Son of God is neither made, nor created 
(for aylviſos denotes both); yea, farther he teaches, that the 
Father and Son are to each other comprehenſible, but to 
all Creatures abſolutely incomprehenſible. Sandins, to 
ward off this blow, -* pretends the Place is interpolated, 
and depraved.Petavius (ſays he) proves Book the firſt 
concerning the Trinity, Ch. 33-5 and 6. (or rather 
<« Ch. 4. u. 6 and 7.) that the Place” of Origen, where . 
e he calls the Son as is interpolated, becauſe Epipha- 
nius blames Origen for calling the Son 962114» in his Com- 


* Dr. Whitby has not thought proper ro conſider theſe preceding 
Places relating to the Worſhip and Adoration of the Son, nor indeed any 
part of the Books againſt Celſus; but only inſets upon ſome Paſſages out 
of the Book concerning Prayer, a Piece greatly ſuſpected of Interpolation;  - 
and, as Dr. Cave ſays, containing - ſome imexcuſable falſe Doctrines, 
thoſe eſpecially, in which he glories, | | | 
2p. 287. les. De Script. Eccleſ p. 35. 
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ment upon the firſtpſalm. But Petavius does not there 
ſay, much leſs doth he prove that Place interpolated; 


nor had the Cenſure ſignified any thing, though the 7e- 


ſuit had faid ſo. For the Manuſcript and printed Copies 
all agree in the Reading, and it is conſentaneous to the 
be Doctrine of Origen's Books againſt Celſus, in 
which (as has been ſhewn before) he plainly excepts him 
out of the Rank of Creatures. Bur as for the Objection 
Petavins makes from Epiphanius, Sandius can't but know 
that it is clearly taken off by Huetius. When Origen 
& calls the Son uu 981, underſtand it thus, that he hath 
& a Principle, a beginning of Exiſtence. Fhe Son is 
« common with all created Beings, hath a Principle, an 
« Original; but then the way of his Emanation or Pro- 
4 ceſſion from that Principle is quite different. The Son 
« proceeds from it by eternal Generation, created Things 
« by a temporary Creation. — And the Son may be cal- 
& led dies, as he hath not his Exiſtence from any Thing, 
« as a Creature; and ei, as he hath his Exiſtence from 
« another, is begotten, and a Son. So Origen, who is 
<« accuſed of calling the Son i” dee or made God — 
& calls the Son alſo , or anmade.” * A little after 
Huetius adds: When Origen ſaid that the Som was 
« Yoſor, his meaning was that he had a Principle, ec. 
«« not as Ferome has expounded it, that he was made. He 
6 always took a Pleaſure in putting the worft Senfe upon 
<« Origen's Words. So Epiphanius ſays, that he ſhould ap- 


8 prove the uſe of the Word vn 705 in others, but con- 


« demn it in Origen. You may ſee more of this Matter 
in Huetius. I return to Origen againſt Celſus. In the ſame 
6th* Book, when Celſus ſays, that God is not comprehen- 
ſible by Reaſon, Origen anſwers thus: « I diſtinguiſh up- 
« on the word ¶ Reaſon]. For if by it you mean the Rea- 
« ſon we have, whether internal or uttered, we ſay, God 


4 is not to be comprehended by Reaſon; but if your No- 


« tion is of the Reaſon, which was in the Beginning, 


« which was with God, and which was God, we fay 


Lib. 2 p. 43. Origenian. * In this ſame Book, p. 287. p. 320. 
1 « God 
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* God is Comprehenſible by that Reaſon.” God can't 
be comprehended but by God, that which is infinite by 
nothing leſs ; hence it follows, that the Reaſon which 
can comprehend God, is God, as Origen and St. Fon in 
Terms affirm. Every Body knows how far this 1s from 
Arianiſm. Arins in his Book called Thalia, ſaid, © It 
« was impoſſible for the Son to find out the Father, as he 
« js in himſelf; for the Son knows not his own Eſſence. 
Parallel to which * we have theſe Words in the ſame Book: 
& Who elſe can fave, and bring to the ſupreme God the 
„ Soul of Man, but God the Word? He, who in the 
6c beginning was God, became Fleſh for the ſake of thoſe, 
« who are joined to Fleſh, and ar? Fleſh, that they might 
c be capable of him, who, as he was the Word, with 
« God, and God, were not able to behold him.“ Again, 
GRAY after Origen ſays, that the Son, as well as the Fa- 
ther, is Great an Incomprehenfible, yea, he affirms, that 
the Father hath communicated his Greatneſs with the Only- 
begotten Son. This place I ſhall cite more commodiouſly 
hereafter. 1 
10. Yo! ſee, Reader, how Origen in theſe Books againſt 
Ceiſus (the moſt genuine, pure and incorrupt of his Wri- 
tings, as all agree) confirms the true Divinity of the Son, 
very often and openly. Who would ſuſpect now that 
theſe very Books ſhould ſhew him inclined to Arianiſm ? 
And yet Petavius objects the following Paſſage for that 
purpoſe : * The Word, the Son of God is the immedi- 
« are Creator, and as it were the very Framer of the 
c World; the Father of the Word, in that he ordered the 
&« Word, his Son, to make rhe World, is primary Creator.” + 
How theſe Words are to be underſtood I have ſhewed. 
before in the Chapter about Jrenæus, and thither I refer the 
Reader. Surely that all things were created by the Fa- 
ther as chief and commanding, and by the Son as exe- 
cuting the Will and Command of the Father, is ſo far 
from Arianiſm, as that the Catholic Paſt-Micene Doctors, 


» Vol. 2. Tom, 1. Athan. p. 729. * Origen, lib. 6. p. 322. 
3 De Trin. lib. 1. cap. 4. n. p. 317: 
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the ſharpeſt Oppoſers of that Hereſy, have not been afraid 


to affirm it every where in their Writings, as in the Place 


aboveſaid I hav'd proved from Petavins. To the Authors 
there cited I have a mind to add one, namely Hilary 


upon the Words, Let us make Man after our Image, &c. 


Thus he ſpeaks : © By the Words, Let us make Man, 
_ « is the Original from whence the Ford took his be- 
8 ginning'3 but in that where it is ſaid, God made Man 
ce after the Image of God, he is ſignified, by whom the 


ce Work was perfected. And a little after : © In that 


ce jt is ſaid, Let us make, &c. The Command, and the 
« Fact in Obedience to it, are ſet upon the ſame Level.“ 
And again a little after, he faith of the Wiſdom, or Son 
of God rejoicing with his Father in the Works of the 
Creation: „ The Wiſdom hath taught us the Cauſe of 
&« his Joy; he rejoiced in the Joy of the Father, who 
ce rejoiced in the Perfection of the World, and in the 
&« Sons of Men. For it is written: And God ſaw that 
ce they were good. He rejoices that his Works made by 
« him at the Command of the Father, pleaſed him.” 
Which laſt Words of Hilary fully expreſs the Senſe of 
that Place of Origen which has fallen ban Petavins's Cen- 
ſure. Beſides, it is obſervable, that Origen, leſt the Ex- 
preſſion ſhould ſeem harſh, has 3 it with an &s- 


Tegel, 1. e. as it were, The Son, ſays he, is the immediate 


Creator, who is, as it were, the very Framer of the World. 
By which Caution no doubt, he intended to obviate 
their Error, who will not own the individed Power, or 
Energy of the Father, and Son in the ſame Work of the 


Creation. But whither will this ſaucy Confidence carry 


theſe Scholaſtic Writers in cenſuring the Fathers? If in- 
deed he is to be cenſured, as an Arian who ſaid the Fa- 
ther, as Father, is the primary Creator of the World, who 
made all things by his Son; how will the Apoſtle eſcape 
this Charge, who, ſpeaking of the Parts (if I may fo ſay) 
of the Father and Son in the Creation and Renovation 
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of all Things ſays, To us * there is one God the Father, 


from whom are all Things, and we in him, and one Lord 


Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are all I hings, and we by him. For 
that i 8, from whom, manifeſtly denotes the primary 
Cauſe. Whence Beza upon the Place, When the Father 
is diſtinguiſh'd from the Son, he is made his Principle. All 
theſe things are to be referred to that Subordination of the 
Son, by which he is ſubjected to the Father as his Au- 
thor (T again uſe the very Words of Hilary) and of 


which I ſhall treat in the 4th Section. Nay, in the 


Nicene Creed it ſelf we are commanded to believe, firſt, 
in one God the Father Almighty, Creator of all T hings, viſi- 
ble and inviſible; and then in one Lord Feſus Chriſt, &c. 
whom all Things were made. The Nicene Fathers, I 
uppoſe if they had not met in an Oecumenical Council, 
which can't be contradifted, would hardly have eſcap'd the 
Jeſuit Petavius's ſevere Cenſure for ſuch Words. To 
ſum up the whole in a few Words, He that faid that 
God the Father, as the Fountain of the Divinity, and 
the Spring of all Divine Operations, created the Word 
of himſelf by his Son, and therefore was the primary Ma- 
Ker of it, is not to be accuſed of Arianiſin, unleſs the very 
facred Writers themſelves, and all the antient Authors of 
the Church are guilty likewiſe : But this is Arianiſin, to 
teach that the, Father made all Things by the Word, .as 
by an Inſtrument without himſelf, or as by ſome Power 
created before all other Things, and different from his Eſ- 


| ſence; an Impiety Origen never ſo much as dream'd of, as 


is plain from what has been ſaid before. 


1 Ep. Cor. viii. 6. ® Such Paſſages as theſe in our Learned 
Prelate are not to be underſtood as begging the Queſtion. Petavius made 
it his Buſineſs to write up the Scholaſtic Notion, the Romiſh Doctrine, 
and prefer it before the beſt and almoſt all Antiquity. Our Author y 
theſe Strictures upon Petavius ſhews his Admirers, that he might as well, 
and upon the ſame Grounds, have condemned the Scriptures. Who can 
forbear a oP eo upon the preſent Sett of Arians, who condemn the 
Bi tops Docirine as Popiſh and Scholaſtic, though he oppoſe both; and 
careſs Petavius's Writings, though he proſeſſed!ly defended both.! 
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11. But Huetius animadverts upon ſome other Places 
in the Books againſt. Celſus, the chief of which we will 
examine. Firſt, he cites ſome Words as not to be ſol- 
ved, thus; & If any ſhall be diſtracted by theſe Things, 
« fearing that we are gone over to thoſe, who deny two 
& Subſiſtences, let him underſtand what is written. 7. 

cc were all of one Heart, and of one Mind, and then con- 
&« ſider that other Scripture : ) Father and I are 
* oye,” And then again: We worſhip the Father of 
Truth, and the Son, the Truth, being in Subſtance 
c two Things, but in Unanimity, Symphony, and Iden- 
** tity of Will one.” Upon theſe Places the learned 
Man notes: He ſays the Father, and Son are two de 
one. in Conſent and Azreement. But uwocuns was antiently 
uſed for bci or Eſſence, both by Heathens and Chriſtians. - 
rome in the 57th Epiſtle to Damaſus ſays, All the Schools 
of ſecular Learn:ng interpret vm=ao15 by via. So the Nicene 
and Sardican Fathers took it. So it is probable Origen ander- 
ſtaod it alſo. I anſwer, (t.) The Words d] , and voie 
were uſed variouſly in antient Times, at leaſt by the Chri- 
ſtians, Sometimes vmrmors was uſed for what we call di, 
namely, Eſſence; ſometimes on the other hand bei was 
uſed for what we call var2.9:-, namely, Perſon; and ſome- 
times even the Ante-Nicene Fathers called that umgzors, 
which we now call Perſon, or Subſiſtence. Huetius con- 
feſſes, nay, he contends for it, that Ua3=z9:s is ſometimes 
uſed by the Antients for what we call dci, namely, Eſ- 
ſence. Although (to confeſs the Truth ingenuouſly) I 

don't remember that I ever read the Word fo uſed by any 
Catholic Writer upon the Trinity, either before, or of ſome 
time after the Niceze Council. But it is certain the Word 
zei has been ſometimes uſed by them for what we call 
um uαν. namely, Perſon. So Pierius, the Martyr and Pref- 
byter, Maſter ro Pamphil:z the Martyr, although he held 
the Catholic Notion of Father and Son, ſaid, that the Fa- 
ther and Son were two selas and evors, meanin by thoſe 
Words vz&z7%, or, Paſon, as Photius ſays, is Ws from 


: Qrigenian, Lib. 2 P: 32. 1 p. 386. 3 Phot. Cod. 119. 
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the Context. So I have obſerved, that the word edge, of 
a larger Signification than ice, is uſed by Clemens Alexan- 
drinus. And Petavins ſhews that it is taken in the ſame 

Senſe by Gregory 2 95 Epiphanius, and even Athanaſines 
himſelf. Laſtly, which is more to our purpoſe, it is plain 
from many Examples, that the word dνννιe, has been 
ſometimes uſed by the Antient, and even the Ante: Vicene 
Doctors of the Church, for a Subſiſtence, ſome one Thing 
ſubſiſting of it ſelf, which in Intellectuals, is the ſame as 
a Perſon. * Thus. Tertullian, when he intended to aſſert 
the Subſiſtence of the Son againſt thoſe, who deny that 
he is a diſtin& Perſon from the Father, affirms that the 
Son of God is 4 Subſtance, and a ſubſtantive T hing. Do 
« you grant then, fay you, that the Word is a Sub- 
cc ſi ſtence made up of the Spirit and the Wiſdom ? Yes. 
« Now you would not have him properly ſubliſt, have 
« any Thing ſubſtantive, ſo that there may be a certain 
&« Perſon or Thing, and ſo he who is ſecond from God 
« may make two, Father and Son, God and Word. For, 
&« you'll ſay, what is the Word, but a Voice and Sound 
« of the Mouth, and (as the Grammarians fay) the Air 
ce beaten and intelligible to the Ear? What is it, but a 
certain, void, empty, incorporeal Thing? But, I ſay, 
*« that nothing void and empty can proceed from God, 
cc as not being produced of that which is void and empty; 
nor can want Subſtance, which proceeds from fo great 
te a Subſtance.” Again, treating of Father and Son, he 
ſpeaks thus: God of God, as a Thing ſubſiſting, will 
not be the very God; but thus far God, as of the Sub- 
$ ſtance of the very God, who is alſo a Thing ſubſiſt- 
« ing, &c.” A little after he denies, that Wiſdom 
and Providence are Subſtantives, or Subſiſtences, i. e. 
urmgains, This Imitator of the Greeks ſeems to have taken 
this way of ſpeaking from the Greek, Fathers, rendring the 
Greek Word uTigzors, by the Latin Subſtautia and res Sub- 
ſtantiva : For otherwiſe the Latius in Tertullian's time had a 
Word of their own to expreſs a Subſiſtence in the Divine 
Eſſence, namely, Perſona, which is alſo ſomerimes uſed by 
3 De Trin. Lib. 4. cap. 1. n. 2 & 3. * Tertull. p. o, *p. Fig. 
88 „„ Tertullian 


* 
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Tertullian in the ſame Book. * polytus next to Tertullian, 


and older than Origen, ſays in the place afore- cited, that 
the Humane Nature in Chriſt did not ſubſiſt of it ſelf, 
but had d in the Word, /ab/ited in the Word. Dio- 
mſius Alexandrings, Origen's Scholar, in his Anſwer to Paulus 
Samoſatenus's fourth Section, thus ſpeaks of the three Per- 


ſons of the Holy Trinity: The two H poſtaſes are inſepa- 
rable, and the ſubſiſtent = =p of the Euler which is in the 


Son. From this place, the Senſe of his Name's-ſake and 


Contemporary Diompſius Romanus, may be well explained. 


He in the Epiſtle againſt the Sabelliaus, which is in Atha- 
naſius, after he had 

cut the Deity into three Hypoſtaſes, divided one from ano- 
ther. Petavins indeed would have the word vrezors to 
be uſed in a more general Signification for sia, induced 
to it, I ſuppoſe, by this, that Dionyſius profeſſes his Diſ- 
ſent from them, who divided the Deity into three Hypo- 
ſtaſes. But this is nothing. For Diomſius doth not ſim- 
ply blame thoſe againſt whom he diſputes, for making 
three Hypoſtaſes, but for making three Sided Hypoſtaſes. 
This he more fully expreſſes a little after, when he ſays 


that theſe ſame Heretics had divided the Deity into three 


Hypoſtaſes, foreign to and altogether ſeparate from one 
another. Petavius therefore rendered it very ill, in theſe 


Words ¶ diſtinctas Perſonas]. Againſt theſe Heretics he af- 


rerwards determines, that the Divine Word is united to 
the God of all; and that the Holy Spirit does cloſely 
abide in, and inhabit * God, i. e. that the three Divine 
Hypoſtaſes by an inexplicable Comprehenſion, or Involu- 
tion, are intimately joined together, and do fo penetrate 


(as it were) one another, that they can't be ſeparated. Of 


this more hereafter. See the place cited at large in the 11th 
Chapter of this Section. Therefore when Dionpſius Roma- 
nus denies that there are three divided, ſeparate Hypoſtaſes, 
he plainly means the ſame with the other Dionyſius, when 
he ſays that the Father and Son are two Hypoſtaſes, not 


" This Section, ch. . * Þ. 231. Athan. Vol. 1. Tom. 
prim. Lib. 4. de Trin. cap. 1. $. 5. FE, gu, and 
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refured them, blames thoſe alſo, who 
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ſeparate 3 and that the Hol Spirit is alſo an Hypoſtaſis 
ſubſiſting in the Son, and 5 an neither disjoined from 

the Father, nor the Son. Borh of them did alike own a 
Diſtin&ion of Perſons in the Divinity. Both of them 


did alike deny a Diviſion or Separation of theſe Perſons. 


Another Paſſage of Dionyſius Alex andriuus is cited from St. 
Baſil *, where. he brings in Diony/aus, in the midſt of his 
Apology againſt the Arians, thus diſputing : JF they ſay 
that, becauſe there are three Hypoſe es, they are divided, or 
2 ; there are three, whether they will or not, or elſe let 
them utterly take away the Divine Trinity. From which 
Words we may fairly gather that, with the Catholics of 
Diompſiuss time, it was ratified and confirmed, that there 
were in the Divinity three Perſons; that the Sabellians - 
hence argued that theſe three Perſons were divided, not be- 
ing able to conceive three diſtin& Perſons ſubſiſting in the 
Divine Eſſence without Diviſion. But this Conſequence 
the Dionyſ# in the places above-cited reject. To proceed. 


Contemporary with the Diony/ were the ſix Biſhops, who 
_ wrote an Epiſtle from the Synod at Antioch to Paulus Sa- 


moſatenus, in which againſt Paulus and Sabellius, they de- 
ny that the Son of God is not a Perſon, but the mere Wiſdom 


or Knowledge of the Father. And in the fame place af- 


firm, that the Son of God is the living, and ſubſiſting Power 

of the Father. Who can doubt that theſe fix Biſhops 
thought the Son a diſtinct Hypoſtaſis from the Father; 
eſpecially when Dionyſius Alexandrinus of the ſame Age uſed 
u ννν and &vaa]or as Terms equivalent? Alexander 
Biſhop of Alexandria, ſeems to have taken the Word in 
the ſame Senſe, whilſt he writes thus upon the Words of 


St. Joh He diſcovered his To Son's] peculiar or 


<« proper Hypoſtaſes, when he ſaid 3 In the beginning 20as 
« the Mord, and the Word was with God.” And if we 
may rather believe the great Ba than the modern Jeſuit | 
Petavins, the Nicene Fathers, from the antient Cuſtom of 
the Church, uſed it in the fame Senſe, when they anathe- 


| N 
De Spir. Sancte, c. 29. Bibl. Patr. Tom. 11. 3 Theod. 
C 4. Þ It. Eo 


matized 


204 A DEFENCE of 


matized thoſe, who ſhould ſay that the Son was of ano- 


ther Hypoſtaſis or Subſtance from the Father. For Bail © 


reporting that Marcellus Ancyramus, and other Favourites 
the Sabellian Hereſy, ſcreened themſelves under thoſe 


Words of the Nicene Council, denies that &@%5uos and 


$7ie are uſed as Terms equivalent by the Fathers. Thus 
he proves it: © If theſe Words had conveyed one and 
& the ſame Notion, what Occaſion for them both? But 
ce it is plain that * when ſome denied him to be of the Sub- 
« ſtance of rhe Father, and others faid that he was not 
ce of his Subſtance, but of another Hypoſtaſis, they re- 
c jected both as different from the Senſe of the Church.“ 
I've a mind here to examine Petavins's Reaſons againſt this 
Opinion of Bals. Firſt, ſays he, it is very plain that the 
Fathers added that Clauſe againſt the Arian Doctrine only. 1 
might ask Peravins, why he ſays ſo? For indeed it is 
very plain, ,that though they chiefly intended to oppoſe 
Arianiſm in that Creed, they toucht upon ſome other He- 
relies. So when they define that all Things were made 


by the Son, they did not affect the Ariant, who never 


denied it, but the Ebionites, the Artemonites, Samoſatenians, 
and others of the fame Stamp. But grant that Clauſe was 


: 2 Arianiſm only (which I think very true), what 


then & The Arians, ſays * Petavius, did not teach that the 
Son had his beginning from any other Perſon than the Father. 
I anſwer, that none of the Arias taught that the Son had 
his beginning from any other Subſtance than the Father's, 
ſtrictly ſpeaking. But as all the Ariaus denied the Son to 
be begotten of the Subſtance of the Father, ſo ſome denied 
that he was any way begotten of the Father himſelf, of the 
Hypoſtaſis of the Father. There were chiefly two Sects 


of the Arians. Some indeed confeſſed that the Son was 


begotten of the very Hypoſtaſis of the Father in a pecu- 
liar manner, not made of nothing, as other Creatures; 
but yet they denied that the Son was begotten of the Sub- 


1 Ep. 78. * Tiling wala for the ſame as yrbcoot, and con- 
eludiug frem his falſe Norun, that becauſe he was not the ſame d- 


ceat;, therefre he was no; the ſameugia, Petav. de Trin. lib. 4. 


Ls 2. n, 6. 
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ſtance of the Father, thinking him to be a certain Power, 
or Virtue of the Father's, not an Efflux of his Subſtance. 
Others, leſt they ſhould confeſs that the Son was in a pe- 
culiar manner begotten of the Father, roundly pronounced 
that he was 185 of nothing, like the other Creatures. 
The former were called Semi- Arians; their Opinion * Pe- 
tavius has well and briefly explained to us from their Con- 
feſſion in Epiphanius. Theſe are his Words: « Herein 
« they ſay many Things very like the Catholic Doctrine, 
« firſt of all they deny that the Son 1s a Creature, becauſe 
che is a true Son, produced by. a real, not a figurative 
« Generation, by which all created Things are ſaid to be 
c begotten of God; but that he is truly a Father, whom 
cc they confeſs to have begotten a Son of himſelf, and that 
55 dee all Thought, Reaſon, Time, and Ages. Theſe 
« are in Appearance plauſible Things, and nearly approach 
& to Catholiciſm : But they want that which is the Sum 
« and Subſtance of the Faith: They don't confeſs that the 
& Son is begorten by the Father of his own Subſtance, but 
c of the Likeneſs of the Father, by a genital Efficiency. 
« They talk of ſeveral Actions of the Father's, one cre- 
« ating, another generating, which produces the Son. 
«© Then they determine that there is not the fame Sub- 
« ſtance in both, but two Subſtances like one another. 
The Nicene Fathers therefore affect both theſe Factions in 
theſe Words, [of another Hypoſtaſis, or Subſtance |, namely 
thoſe, who denied the Son to be begotten of the Perſon of 
the Father, any way whatſoever, and faid that he was 
made of nothing; and alſo thoſe, who confeſſed him to 
be begotten after a peculiar manner of the Father, but yet 
denied him to be begotten of his Subſtance, and conſe- 
quently Conſubſtantial with the Father. To put an end 
to all Controverſy in this Point, the Confeſſion of the 
Arians offered to the Emperor Conſtaus by Maris, T heodo- 
rus and Marcus, and recited by Athanaſius, hath ? theſe 
Words in the end of it:“ But for thoſe who fay that 


De Trin. lib. 1. c. 10. n. 7. Hæreſ. 73. n. 2, 3 Athan. 
Vol. 2. Tom. 1. p. 337 & 738, Ge. 742. | 
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ce the Son is of nothing, or of another Hypoſtaſis, and 
« not of God, and that there was a time when he was 
cc not; ſuch the Catholic Church does not own.” We 
have the ſame in the Confeſſion of Sirmium, and in that by 

Eudoxius, Martyrins, and others, which was ſent into Ita- 
ly. You ſee here that thoſe Arians denied that the Son was 
created, or made of nothing ; that they confeſſed that the 
Son was of the Hypoſtaſis of God the Father, born of ve- 
ry God ; when, notwithſtanding, it is very certain that 
9 Heretics never did, nor ever would confeſs that the 
Son was begotten of the dia, the Subſtance of the Father. 
Therefore Baſil hath truly and learnedly diſtinguiſh'd the 
Words db sαν,, and voiz in the Vicene Creed, and Petavius 
the Jeſuit has raſhly found fault with his Obſervations. 
What Petavius obſerves upon Baſl's Reaſon, namely, that 
the Nicene Fathers would not have uſed both the Words 
in ſo ſhort a Creed, if they had borh- ſignified the ſame 
Thing, is eaſily reſuted. If Baſl's Reaſon (ſaith he) 
ce be good, the Fathers are to be blamed, who in the ſame 
« Creed fay that they damn thoſe, who think there was a 
cc time when the Son was not, and immediately add what 
« ſignifies the very ſame, he was not before he was born, 
ec and that he was made of nothing. But I deny that 
the Words, He was not before he was born, do ſignify the 
fame, as, T here 2vas a time when \e as not. For the for- 
mer ſays indefinitely, he had a beginning; the later ſays 
when he had it, points out the time. There 1s a latent 
Senſe in the later, which has even eſcaped Peravius, but 
what it is we ſhall explain in a more commodious place. * 
Nor is it true that the fame Thing is repeated in thoſe 
Words, He was made of nothing. There were ſome of the 
Arians (as Petavins has elſewhere obſerved) afterwards called 
Pſathyrians, who as they ſaid that the Father always exiſted, 
Alſo faid, that the Son was always created by him ; for to 
beget with God is the fame as ro create. They did not 
ſay, that there was a time, when the Son was not; but 
they ſaid, that the Son was made of nothing. Be- 


2 Sect. 3. ch. 9. n. 2, 
ſides 
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ſides, * Gelaſms Cyzicenus introduces Hoſms, by the Decree 
and Command of the whole Synod of Nice, anſwering and 
proclaiming a Trinity of. Hypoſtaſes ; the ſame which the Fa- 
thers afterwards profeſſed by Leontius. Hence Anaſtaſtns 
3 Sinaita wrote, that the NMicene Fathers defined three Hy- 
poſtaſes, or Perſons, in the Holy and Conſubſtantial Trini- 
ty. Petauius deſpiſed theſe Authorities, relying forſooth 
upon the Arguments, by which he vainly boaſts that he 
has confuted Ba/l. Surely Euſebius of Cæſarea (who was 
at the Synod of Nice, and than whom no Man better un- 
derſtood the antient Eccleſiaſtical Uſe of the word vniguars) 
in his Letter to Euſtarhius Antiochenus (according to Socra- 
tes *) hath confeſſed the Son of God to be, a proper Hypoſta- 
ſ and Subſitence, and that there is one God in three Hypoſta- 


ſes. And in this Senſe (I ſuppoſe) the Word had conti- 
nued to have been uſed, had not Arians abuſed it for the 


Defence of their Hereſy, by taking it in a more general 
Senſe for Nature, or Subſtance, and teaching that the Fa- 
ther and Son are two Hypoſtaſes, i. e. two Natures, or 
Subſtances diſtin&t and ſeparate from each other. For 
againſt them the Sardican Fathers affirmed, that the Hy- 
poſtaſis of the Father and Son is one. The Words of t 

Sardican Fathers about this Matter, in their Synodical Epi- 
ſtle, are worth transſcribing: * The Heretical Clan con- 
ce tend, that the Hypoſtaſes of the Father, the Son, and 
c the Holy Ghoſt are different and ſeparate. But we 
cc have received, were taught, and now hold this Catho- 
<« lic and Apoſtolical Tradition, Faith and Confeſſion, 
<« that the Hypoſtaſis (that is, according to the Heretics, 
< the Subſtance) of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt is 
% one.” Here the Fathers expreſsly tell us, that they 
have ſaid that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are only 
in that Senſe one Hypoſtaſs, in which the Heretics took 


 Hypoſtaſis for Subſtance ; hereby ſignifying, that they were 


ln actis Conc. Nic. p. 2. cap. 12. * Ibid. cap. 21. #® Hode- 
gus, c, , Nel HB, bb. . c. 23. p. 8 Theod. E. H. 
ib. 2. c. 8. p. 81. Dr. Grabe ſays in the Appendix to the Epiſtle, 
which was added by ſome againſt the Opinion of the reſt, See Atha- 
naſius : Synodical Epiſtle to the Antiochians, 
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not ignorant of another received Senſe of this Word among 
the antient Catholic Doctors, (namely, that in which it 
is uſed for Perſon, or Subſtance), and would willingly em- 
brace and confeſs, according to that Acceptation, that there 
are three Perſons or Subſiſtences in the Divinity. Hence 
notwithſtanding aroſe that ſad Difference between the 
Church of the Eaff and Meſt, concerning one or three 
Hypoſtaſes, whilſt ſome choſe ro ſpeak as the Fathers of 
the Sardican Council had done, and others retained the an- 
tient Uſe and Signification of the Word. This Uſe of the 
Word, the firſt Council of Conſtantinople confirmed alſo 
by their Authority. But at haſt the Ariaus decreed to 

throw both /#=#5gaors and bg out of their Creeds. For 
in the Confeſſion written at Conſtantinople by Acacins, Eu- 
doxins, &c. * who being condemned by the Decree of the 
Synod of Seleucia, fled to the Emperor; near the end of 
it they thus define: - Tr hath ſeemed good to us to abo- 
« liſh the word b, which the Fathers uſed incautiouſly, 
cc 25 unknown to the common People, and what has given 
cc Offence, becauſe not Scriptural. Nor ought the Word 

vvõgν⁰EV˖ to be uſed concerning the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt ; but we ſay, that the Son is like the Father.“ By 
this Decree rhe Arians quite reſcinded all their former Con- 
feſſions, in which they had ſaid, that the Son was of the 
Hypoſtaſis of the Father, though not of his Subſtance. * 
Having premiſed this long but uſeful Diſſertation in ge- 
neral concerning the antient Eccleſiaſtical Uſe of the Words 
zeia and vaigmors, I now return to Origen. It is certain 
that the word Vacs is in very many places in him uſed 
for a Subſiſtence, i. e. for ſomething ſingular and indivi- 
dual, ſubſiſting by it ſelf, which in Intellectuals is the ſame 
as we now call a Perſon. Nay, I don't remember it uſed 
otherwiſe by him any where, where he ſpeaks of the Tri- 
nity. Upon which Account that great Man H. Grotius 


* Theod. lib. 5. c. 9. p. 210. * Athan, Vol. 2. Tom. 1. p. 
722 & 747. This only relates to di,, and is not mentioned by Biſhop 
Bull. * It is ſcarce credible how often Dr. Whitby has erred for 
want of attending to. theſe precedent Obſervations upon vain, and V- 
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ſays in his Notes upon Fohn i. 2. and Epiſtle to the Zeb. i. 
9. z. that Signification of ,t was firſt brought by 
Origen into the Uſe of the Church from the Platonics 
(which notwithſtanding I do not think true). As for 
the place noted by Huetius, nothing is more manifeſt than 
_ That Origen there affirms, the Father and Son to be two in 
Hypoſtaſis, in the ſame Senſe, in which the Heretics, he 
blames, denied it. Now, who were theſe Heretics ? 
Without doubt the Noetians, &c. who taught that there 
was only one Perſon in the Godhead, and acknowledged 


only one Hypoſtaſis, i. e. Perſon in the Divinity. What | 


Huetius objects beſides, that Origen, when he faid that the 
Father and Son were one in Concord & and Conſent, ſeem- 
ed to reje& all other Unity, is of very little Moment. 


For he, who only expreſſes an Union of Conſent betwixt 


the Father and Son in ſome places, is not therefore to be 
thought to deny or not know every other Union. Again, 
Origen in very many other places, if you mind what is 
ſignified by the Word, acknowledged the Father and Son 
to be Conſubſtantial; and often alſo in Terms (as they 
ſay) owned the Conſubſtantiality, as Pamphilus cites him, 
and Ruſfinus teſtifies. I ſhall ſhew the ſame of Novatian, 
ot the Author of the Book concerning the Trinity among 


the Works of Tertullian, who is noted by Huetius for the 


like way of ſpeaking. Moreover Origen ſpeaking upon St. 
John * concerning the Yalentinians and other Heretics of 
the ſame kind, ſays, „That they uſe this place, Ay Heart 
c endited a good Word, ſuppoſing the Son of God, which 
ce the Father brought forth, to be as it were, Syllablical, 
cc and accordingly (if we ask them the Queſtion exactly) 
* don't allow him an Hypoſtaſis, nor explain his Eſſence.” 
Here Huetins confeſſes, that e is diſtinguiſh'd from 
bol; bur ſays, that it is not taken for Perſon, but Sub- 

ſiſtence. But where the Antients ſpeak of the Trinity, 


* Both Origen and Novatian are cited very partially by Dr. Clarke 
and his ſecond : For both of them introduce theſe two Antients, as tho 
they believed no other Unity but that of Conſent, and are very pompous 
in their Citations to this purpoſe alſo from others. Tom. 1. in 
Joannem. e | 
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what is the difference, pray, between Perſon and Subſiſt- 


ence ? They, as Petavins * hath well obſerved, have taken 


Subſiſtence for what is called a Concrete, and confounded 


it with Perſon. Let then va»=zo1s in the place of Origen, 
which Huetius cenſures, be taken for Subſiſtence, 10 as 
that the Father and Son are ſaid to be two in Subſiſtence, 
and ſee what Catholic will blame it? Nay, is not he an 
Heretic, who denies it? But Huetius riſes higher in his 
Accuſation: * * Why ſhould we endeavour a Defence 
ce of Origen, when he betrays his own Cauſe, where op- 
&« poſing a certain Perſon, who was of Opinion that the 


« Holy Ghoſt had no other proper #932, beſides the Fa- 
"« ther and the Son; after ſome time adds, But we bein 
cc perſuaded that there are three Io Lago Father, Son, 
« and Holy Spirit, &c. in which 

« from him, who only allows one sci in the Trinity, 
ec and his Conſent to three Hypoſtaſes, i. e. three #91as, 


c For if the word ve ſignified ids, i. e. Per- 


* ſons, he would never have expreſſed his Diſſent from 
& him, who was for a Trinity of one dc or Subſtance.” 


But, I fay, nothing elſe can be gathered from this place, 


than that Origens Adverſary by vi underſtood vacgmers, 
as I've ſhewn _ even of the Catholics did. The Ad- 


verſary, againſt whom Origen there diſputes, was in Truth 
2 Meetian, who ſaid that the Spirit did not at all differ from 
the Father and the Son, but was the' ſame with the Father, 
as Origen in the fame place faith. - Againſt him Origen 
ſhews in that place, that without Controverſy, Matt. xii. 
32. there is a declared Diſtinction of the Spirit from the 
Son, and thence concludes, that the Holy Spirit, as alſo 
the Son are perſonally different from the Father. Then 


he adds, that both he, and other Catholics believed the 


Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be three Hypoſtaſes. 


poſtaſis does indeed almoſt always in Origen ſignify a 
Sübliltence in the Abſtract, or a ſingular, pa indtwidual 


 ſubſiſting of it ſelf, which (as I have often fad) in Intel- 


Pe Trin, lib. 4. c. 3. n. 6. * 1 ſuppoſe we muſt tranſlate 
sea for Huetius 5 Suſtanee, otherwiſe his Argument will be very 
lame indeed. 90 = 


ſignifies his Diſſent 


1 
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lectuals is a Perſon. But why do we detain the Reader 


with theſe Circumſtances? There is a place in the Greek 


Commentaries of Origen put out by Huctius, which clear- 
ly confirms my Interpretation of Origen's Senſe. For 
there Origen blames ſome (namely, the Noetians) who 
thought it plain, from certain Scriptures wrongly inter- 


preted, < Thar the Son did not numerically differ from 


« the Father, but that both of them being one, not only 
ce jn Subſtance, but in Subject, and different in certain 
« Notions, not in Hypoſtaſis, were called Father and Son.“ 
To whom he thus Anſwers : We muſt tell them firſt, that 
the Son is different from the Father, and that it is neceſſary the 

Son be the Son of a Father, and the Father the Father of a Son. 


Here va%gaos and dei are clearly and plainly diſtinguiſh'd, 
as they are by us at this Day; and the Opinion of Origen, 


and other Catholics accurately diſcriminated from JVoeria- 
ziſm. The Catholics taught, that the Father and Son 
were one in Subſtance, Conſubſtantial; but in Subſiſtence, 
or Subject, two : On the other hand the Heretics con- 
tended, that the Father and Son were not only in Sub- 
ſtance, but alſo in Subſiſtence one, and only diſtinguiſh'd 
according to certain Notions and Conceptions of ours, 


and ſo called in one 5 7 Father, and in another Son. 


Nothing is more manifeſt than this. That I have diſ- 


courſed more bunch perhaps than was requiſite upon the 


antient Eccleſiaſtical Uſe of the word gui. in the 


Divinity, will not, I hope, be uneaſy to the prudent Rea- 


der, who has conſidered, how often not only the ordina- 
ry Divines, but Men of the beſt Learning have been groſs- 
ly miſtaken about it. | 5 

12. Another ObjeQion of Huetius is taken from theſe 
Words of Origen againſt Celſus. Grant that there are 
cc ſome (of the vulgar Believers, apt to fall into different 


Cc Sentiments) who Suppoſe that our Saviour 1s God over 


ce all; * we don't think him ſo, being perſuaded by 
cc him that ſaid, Ay Father that ſent me is greater than 


Tom. 12, in Joannem p. 186, 2 Orig. p. 387. 
| P 3 a 
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I Huttins : notes upon theſe Words: Some | 
ed that Chriſt was God of all Things, and that truly, and 
| orthodoxy. That belongs indeed to 0 Divine, not his Hu- 


mane Nature. On the contrary, Origen denies that our Sa- 
viour is God of all T hings, which he proves from this, that 
be is leſs than the Father, who is God of all Things. He 
therefore takes from the Divine Nature of Chriſt, the Su- 


preme God-head over all Things, and gives it to the Father, 
and therefore determines, that the Father is greater than the 


Son in Dignity, that God is greater than God, not God than 
Man. But Firſt, the very learned Huetius (with his leave) 
1s very greatly miſtaken, in that he thinks thoſe, whom 
Origen blames, to be Orthodox in their Affirmation, that 
the Son is God of all Things. For Origen expreſſly ſpeaks 
of a few amongſt the Chriſtians, who differed en: the 


_ reſt, from a numerous Multitude of Believers, from the 
Catholic Church, in what they affirmed. Moreover, if 


ou read the Context in Origen, you'll find Celſus taking 
bis Objection from Heathen Fables. For who were thoſe 
who were Heterodox, and differed from the generality 
of Chriſtians in this Point? The Heretics, T 
who in Origen's Time were called Noetiam, who taught 
that the Son was the very Father, who by way of Di- 
ſtinction was called by the Catholics of that Age, the 
God over all. Juſtin * cenſures the impious Madneſs of 
this kind of Heretics, then known by another Name, in 
Words not unlike theſe : Thoſe who ſay the Son is the 
Father plainly appear, neither to know the Father, nor that the 


Father of all I hings hath a Son; who being the firſt-born 


Mord of God, is God. Here he diſtinguiſhes the Son from 
the Father of all Things, and denies againſt the Heretics, 
that he is God the Father; he acknowledges that the 
Son, as truly is God, as the Father, as being begotten 
of the Father. Perhaps alſo Origen, in the Place cited, 
corrects the Marcionites, and other ſuch Monſters, who 


taught that our Saviour was not the Son of that God, 
who made the World, but his Lord, higher than him, 


Orig. Lib. 2, p. 34. 5 Juſtin p. 96. 
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and therefore God of all Things. It is manifeſt that 
theſe Things are handled in the Context. Seconalyj, What 
Origen ſays, and Huetius cenſures in the Place cited, that 
the Son, as God, God of God, is leſs than the Father, 
is ech Catholic, and defended 5 thoſe Poſt-Nicene 
Fathers, who the moſt ſharply oppoſed Arianiſm, as J ſhall 
ſhew hereafter, Section 4. There I will alſo very clear- 
ly prove, that Origen in his Books againſt Celſus has de- 
termined, that God the Father is greater than the Son, 
upon ſome ſpecial Cauſe, but yet has own'd that the Fa- 
ther and Son are abſolutely equal in Nature. 
13. Thirdy, Huetius blames theſe Words: « Our 
6 Lord and Saviour hearing a certain Perſon ſay to him, 
c Good Maſter, refers the Perſon, who ſpoke to his Fa- 
ce ther, and ſays : Why calleſt thou me Good ? There is none 
c Good but one, God the Father. If now the Son of the 
<« Father's Love, as being the Image of his Goodneſs ſpoke. 
ce well in this; how mych more rationally might the 
6 Son fay, to thoſe that worſhip him, Why doſt thou 
* worſhip me, thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God.“ 
Upon which the Learned * Man makes this note : He 
takes from Chriſt that Goodneſs, which belongs to God the Fa- 
ther, not only as he is Man, but as he is the Image of the 
Goodneſs of God, i. e. God. As though Chriſt, even as 
Man, was not in a ſingular manner, the Image of the 
Goodneſs of God. Who can believe Origen ſo ſtupid, 
as not to underſtand this Text, with reſpect to the Oe- 
conomy in the Humane Nature? Nay, Origen doth in 
the ſame Place tell us, that he brings in Chriſt thus ſpeak-" 
ing, as an Example, which he (Chriſt) who converſed 
among Men, intended to give them. Bur if we ſhould 
grant that Origen there ſpeaks of Chriſt, as God, he is in- 
deed rightly called the Image of the Father's Goodneſs, 
i. e. the perfect and adequate Image; and yet as he is 
the Image of the Father, not the Father himſelf, i. e. as 
he hath his Goodneſs, and all the other divine Attributes 
from the Paternal Fountain, and poſſeſſes the Deity (as the 


2 p. 238, * Orig. Lib. 2. p. 39. 
3 School- 
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School-men ſpeak) in /igno ſecundo originis, we may with 


no leſs Reaſon give Precedency to the Father upon that 


Account. What Huetius gathers from thoſe Words, 
namely, that Origen deny*d Chriſt that Goodneſs which 
he attributed to the Father, and thought, (as Huetius ſays 
a little after), that the Son was only a Particle, a certain 
imperfect Breathing of the Divine Goodneſs, is moſt cer- 
tainly very far from Origen's meaning, if that is to be 
met with, in his Books againſt Celſus. When I have 
before ſhewn that Origen clearly taught that the Son, as 
well as the Father, is true God, uncreate, immortal, im- 
murable, impaſſible, immenſe, omnipreſent, infinitely bleſ- 
ſed, and perſect; how ſhould it be that in the fame Book 
he ſhould deny him that Goodneſs, which he attributes 
to the Father * We have heard Origen, ſaying, that the 
Son of God is Reaſon, Wiſdom, Truth it ſelf, or the 


moſt perfect Reaſon, Goc. Why may he not be alſo 
faid to be the moſt perfect Goodneſs, not only a Parti- 


cle, or imperſect Breathing of a ſuperior Goodneſs ? For 
there is the fame Ratio or Proportion in all the Divine 


Attributes. So Book 5, againſt Celſus, from which this 


Accuſation of Origen is raifed, he again calls the Son, Rea- 
ſon, Wiſdom, and Juſtice it ſelf. Whoſoever defires a 
clear Comment upon theſe Words, may find it in the 
great Athanaſius * who writes thus concerning the Son 
of God: He is the Power, the Wiſdom, the Reaſon of 
ce the Father, not theſe by Participation, or Reſult from 
« without, as thoſe who partake of him, are made wiſe, 


cc or powerful, or rational through him. But he is the 
very Wiſdom, the very Reaſon, the very proper Power 


« of the Father, the very Light, Truth, Juſtice, and Vir- 
ce tue, the Character, Effulgence, and Image; to ſay all in 
ce ſhort, the omniperſect Fruit of the Father, the only Son, 
ce and unchangeable Image of the Father. | 


14+ I ſtill follow Huetius, who after he has profeſs'd 


that he will go to the very bottom of Origen's Doctrine, 


© p.258. * Athan. Vol. 1. Tom. 1. p. 46. 2 Orig. Lib. 


makes 
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makes this Note 7 That Origen believed the Son to flow 
from the Father, as Light from the Son, and to be of 


the ſame Subſtance with the Father, as Light is of the 


ſame Subſtance with the Sun; and again, that he ſepara- 
ted the Son from the Subſtance and Divinity of the Fa- 
ther, becauſe as Light proceeds from the Sun, by Efflu- 
vium, it may be ſaid to be diſtinct and ſeparate from it; 
further, that the Son is inferior to the Father, becauſe the 
Sun is more noble, and in Dignity ſuperior to the Light.— 
Before alſo he had gathered, from the ſame Simile uſed 
by N That the Trinity was by him cut into Parts, 


and diſtinguiſhed by certain Degrees of Eſſence and Di- 


vinity. But this (with all reſpect to the worthy Perſon) 
is far from going to the Bottom; it is rather to ſuſpect 
or pry after ſuch Things as Origen never dreamt of. I 
confeſs the Generation of rhe Son from the Father is il- 
luſtrated by Origen even, in his Books againſt Celſus, by 
the Similitude of a Ray, or the Splendor which is pro» 


jected from the Sun, or any other light Body. But 


what then? Have not all the Catholic Fathers, Ante and 


Poſt-Nicene, uſed the ſame Simile? Have not the Vicene 
Fathers themſclves, and that in their Creed, ſaid that God 
the Son, is begotten of God the Farher, as Light of Light, 
+ And what will become of the Author of the Epiſtleto the 
Hebrews, who was not afraid to call the Son of God, 
the Effulgence of the Father's Glory? Huetius undoubt- 
edly forces two Conſequences upon Origen, which are not 
his. Firſt, Thar the Son is divided and ſeparated from 
the Farher, as a Part from the whole, and therefore that 
the Eſſence of God, is cut into Parts. But who can 


p. 37. + The Arians nu, perhaps, glory in ſuch Expreſſions | 


as theſe, concluding that our learned Author gives them up this, and 
many other Texts: But they are to conſider how this is ſpoken. . The 
Author againſt whom the Biſhop ts diſputing was an Enemy to Aria- 
niſm, and very free in charging Origen, and other of the Antients, with 

favouring that Hereſy. The Biſhop thought otherwiſe of them, and 
| t gh adviſes to be cautious in thus accuſing them; for as 
much as they in theſe cenſured Expreſſions, ſay no more than what we 
find in the Scriptures, which are not to be ſuſpected of either Error, or 


Hereſy, 
P 4 belicve 
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believe that the learned Origen could think of ſuch inſi- 
pid Blaſphemy * How often does he expreſſly reje& it 
in his Writings! So (to omit very many other Places) in 
a Paſſage cited entire before, he laughs at the Epicureaus and 
Stoics, becauſe they could not diſcover the phyſical No- 
tion of God, as altogether incorruptible, ſimple, uncom- 
pounded and indiviſible. A little after he adds, that the 
Son of God, is in the Form of God, ſubſiſts in the di- 
vine Eſſence, and therefore is immutable, as the Father. 
But nothing can be more expreſſly repugnant to this Com- 
ment, than the Words of Origen, which Pamphilus * cites, 
from the ſecond Book upon Fohn. < Therefore the Only- 
c begotten Son, our Saviour, is only begotten of the Fa- 
«© ther by Nature, and not a Son by Adoption; and he is 
« born of the Mind of the Father, as the Will is of the 
« Mind. For the divine Nature of the unbegotten Father 
c js not diviſible, that we ſhould think that the Son is be- 
cc gotten of him by Diviſion, or Diminution of his Sub- 
é tance.” See the end of the 19th Paragraph of this 
Chapter. As for the other Conſequence, that Origen makes 
the Son inferior to the Father, I will evidently ſhew 
hereafter, in its proper Place, that Ozigen never made the 
Son unequal in Eſſence, but only in reſpe& to his Ori- 
ginal, as the Father is the Author and Principle of the 
Son. In a Word, Origen and the other Catholic Fathers, 
hen they uſed this Simile of the Sun and his Ray, 
Light and Splendor, never intended more than this. Firſa, 
That the Father is the Fountain of the Divinity, as the 
Son is the Fountain of the Light projected from it. Se- 
condly, That the Son is of the fame Nature and Eſſence, 
as the Father, being begotten of the very Eſſence of the 
Father, as Light of Light. Thirdly, That the Son does 
no more exiſt ſeparate from the Father, than a Ray is ſe- 
parated from the Sun, and Splendor from Light. Fourth- 
ly, That the Son is begotten of the Father, without an 
Alteration, or Diminution of the divine Eſſence. This 
Similitude does indeed wonderfully help theſe our Con- 


| x In Apologia. 


ceptions 
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ceptions about the adorable Generation of the Son of 
God; for which Reaſon the Nicene Fathers uſed it in 
their Creed. 15 

15. Now remains the fifth and laſt Objection againſt 
Origen, from his Books againſt Celſus. Huetius charges 
him with teaching, That the Father is to be worſhipped 
with greater Reverence than the Son. He proves this to 
be the genuine Doctrine of Origen, from two Places 

_ eſpecially. In the one he thus diſputes : * * All Supplicati- 
c on, Petition, Interceſſion, and Thankſgiving, is to be 
ce ſent up to the God over all, by the High-Prieſt over all 
6 Angels, the animate Word and God. We will alſo ſup- 
t plicate the Word, intercede with him, give him Thanks, 

ec and pray to him, if we may underſtand, whether is meant 
ce proper Prayer, or Prayer abuſively, or improperly fo cal- 
& led.” Here, ſays Huetius, he orders proper Prayer to be 

pour'd out to Gol the Father, but improper to the Son. 

In the other are theſe Words: * But we worſhip the one 
% God, and his one Son, and Word, and Image, with the 
* moſt earneſt Supplications and Petitions, offering our 
te Prayers to the God of all, by his Only-begotten Son to 
e whom we firſt offer them, beſeeching him, who is the 
cc Propitiation for our Sins, as our High-Prieſt to carry our 
5 Prayers, Sacrifices, and Interceſſions, to the God over all.” 
I wonder theſe Places ſhould give Offence to the learned 
Man, in which (to confeſs the Truth) I have always 
thought the Catholic Doctrine, concerning the Perſon 
and Office of our Saviour, well explained. But to the 
Point. Chriſt, our Lord, may be conſidered in two Re- 

ipects, as God, and as God-Man, or the Mediator be- 

3 tween God and Man. If you conſider our Saviour in 

the latter Reſpect, it is certain from many Places of Scrip- _ 

ture, and from the Conſent of all Chriſtians, that all the 

Worſhip we pay to God, muſt be paid him through 

Chriſt the Mediator; yea, that all the Worſhip and Ho- 

nour we pay to Chriſt, is (as St. Paul ſpeaks) to re- 

dound wholly to the Glory of God the Father. Thar 


15. 233 p. 386. 


Chriſt 
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Chriſt is the Mediator between God and Man, with re- 


5 = to both Natures, is alſo clear againſt the Papiſts, 
rom 


the whole Current of Scripture, and antient Fathers. 


' And it is manifeſt, that in both the Places before us; 


Origen had an eſpecial Regard to the Mediatorial Rela- 
tion of our Saviour: For in both he ſpeaks of him, as 
our High-Prieſt, who intercedes with God the Father 
For us, and who offered himſelf as a Propitiation for our 
Sins. Now if we conſider Chriſt as God, without re- 
gard to his Mediatorial Office, he hath two Relations. 
Either we look upon him abſolutely as God, + or relative- 
ty, as God of God, the Son of God. Under the for- 


mer Relation Origen frequently confeſſes, that the ſame 


Divine Worſhip is altogether due to him, which we 
pay to the Father, becauſe of that moſt excellent Divi- 
nity, which he hath in common with the Father: i. e. 


+ Dr, Carke oppoſes this Diſtinction, as having no Foundation in the 
Mature of the Thing, nor in Origen; and alſo as being contrary to the 
Do&rine of Athanaſius and Biſhop Bull himſelf. It has no Foundation 


in the Nature of the Thing, becauſe Chriſt is manifeſtly no otherwiſe 


God, than as he is God of God. But that he is God of God, reſpects 
only the Derivation of his Deity; that he is God, reſpeits that, whatſo- 
ever it is, which is derived; and hom does it contraditt the Nature of 
the Thing to diſtinguiſh theſe two? The ſame may be ſaid of Origen ; 
for as in 2 Places he ſpeaks of Chriſts Divinity in Terms equal to 
that of the Father, and in others in Terms ſubordinate, without this 
Diftinition, he muſt be ſaid to contradict himſelf. Biſhop Bull neither 


contradicts St. Athanaſius nor himſelf in this Diſtinction: Not Athanaſi- 


us, whoſe Words, cited by the Doctor, are not an Affirmation, that he 
is only God of God, but alſo that he is God in the ſame Senſe, in which 
God the Father is God, this only excepted, that he is not the Father. 
(The Paſſage is p.564. Tom. 1. Part. 2.) Whoever will take the Pains 
to read this third Oration from the Beginning to this Place, will won- 
der at the Diſ-ingenuity of the Citer, and eſpecially if he obſerves that 
the Words [no other ſort of Divinity] are oppoſed to the Arians, who 
allowed our Lord, to be God of God, as well as Athanaſius, but not to 
be God, as the Father is God. He does not contradict himſelf. Chriſt 
may be the Son of God, conſidered in his Eſſence, and Divine Nature, 
not Perſonality only, and yet may be conſidered as the Son of God, i. e. 


God, with Relation to his Omni. perſect Nature only, or as the Son of 


God, i. e. God, with Relation to the Derivation of that Omni- perfect 
Nature. Nor does it follow that he, who looks upon the Son of God in 


this abſtracted Manner, zuuſt immediately find hrs Senfhip in his Per- 


ſanality only. 


That 
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That we ought in our Mind and e (in which 
alone we properly worſhip God) to aſcribe all the fame 
Perfections of the Divine Nature to the Son which we 
aſcribe to the Father. See the Places cited in the 8th Para- 
graph of this Chapter. But if we look upon the Son, 
in his relative Capacity, as the Son, and originated from 
the Father, then again it is certain, that all the Worſhip 
and Reverence, we pay him, redounds to, and is termi- 
nated in the Fountain of the Deity, the Father. Origen 
ſeems to have thought thus, in the Words immediately 
following thoſe cited by Huetius in the latter Place. Our 


* Faith then is in God, through his Son, who con- 


66 firms it in us. Nor can Celſus ſne any Sedition, or 
4 Revolt from the Father, in our Behaviour towards the 
« Son. For we worſhip the Father, when we admire 
ce his Son, Word, Wiſdom, Truth, Righteouſneſs, and 
<« every Thing, which we are taught that the Son of 
« God is, ſo begotten of ſuch a Father,” This ſound 
Catholic Doctrine all know, who are moderately conver- 
ſant with the Antients. This Eminence of the Father, 
moreover, is this Day acknowledged in all the Liturgies 
of the Catholic Church. For in the Doxologies, we 


| honour God the Father in the firſt Rank (as Juſtin ſpeaks) 


and direct moſt of our Prayers to him. With reſpe& to 
this Matter Petavins's Anſwer to Crellins, concerning the 


_ Holy Spirit, is worthy our Notice. That Prayers are 
* nor commonly directed to the Holy Spirit in Public, in 


« the Church, will be of no Service to Crellius: For 
« antiently moſt of the Prayers were refer'd to the Fa- 
« ther. Ard ſo we find it decreed in the third Council 
* of Carthage, Canon 23, that when we ſtand at the Al- 
ce tar, the Prayer ſhould always be directed to God the 
« Father. Becauſe, then indeed, when the Body of 
« Chriſt, or the Man Chriſt is offered, and the old bloo- 
&« dy Sacrifice commemorated, it is fit all ſhould be re- 
« ferred to the Father, as the Author and Principle; that 
« we ſhould then imitate our great High- Prieſt, Chriſt 


1 De. Trin. Lib. 3. e. 7. n. 15. e 
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« the Lord, who was wont to refer all he ſaid or did to 
* the Honour of the Father, and in that laſt Sacrifice 
« delivered himſelf up an Oblation for us, and a Sacri- 
« fice of a ſweet Savour to God. Nor does it from 
«& hence follow that Chriſt is not God, or that the Holy Spi- 
& rit is not, & c. but this only, that there is a ſupreme 
& Principle of them both, from whom they are indeed 
* diſtin in Properties, but the fame in Nature and Eſ- 
« fence.” e | IT | 

16. Hitherto we have defended thoſe Things, which 
Petavins and Huetins have cenſured in Origin's Books againſt 


Celſus. But beſides theſe, Jerome (too much indulging 
his Hatred of Origen, or Origens Interpreter Ruffims, and 


upon that Account, 9 give every Word the worſt 
Senſe) has noted many other Things, impiouſly and ab- 
furdly ſpoken of the Son of God, in the other Writings 
of Origen; all which are eaſily refuted out of that one 
Piece againſt Celſus. We will touch upon the chief. 
* In Ep. 59. to Avit. reckoning the Errors of the Books 
mei «gov, Ferome ſays, that Origen, in the firſt Volume 


of that Work, has wrote, That God the Father, by Nature 
inviſible, is not ſeen by the Son. And in the ſecond. It 


remains then, that God is inviſible, but if by Nature inviſi- 
ble, inviſible to our Saviour. Again, * he cites, and con- 
demns theſe Words of Origen. As it is incongruous to ſay, 


that the Son can ſee the Father, ſo it is . to think. 


that the Holy Spirit can ſee the Son. And Epiphanius 
makes this the chief Error of Origen. But let us hear 
Origen himſelf in that undoubted Work of his againſt 
Celſus, explaining his Opinion concerning the Knowledge 


which the Father and Son have of each other: „ Bur, 


« ſays he, our Saviour * and Lord, the Word of God, 
* ſhewing the Greatneſs of his Knowledge of the Father, 
* that, in the firſt Place, he is peat, and known by 
* him only, as he ought to be: Secondly, By thoſe 
* whoſe Uuderſtandings are enlightened by the very 


r Ad. Avitum. Ep. 59. 2 In. Ep, Ad. Pammach. 6r. 
Hxreſ. 64. c. 4. and in Ancorato, cap. 63. Lib. 6. p. 287. 
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c Word, even God, he faith, No dar knoweth the Som 


cc 2yhom the Son ſhall reveal him. For no one can know 


ci the uncreated, and the firſt begotten of every Creature, 
dc as he ought, like the Father, who begat him; nor the 
cc Father, like the animate Word, his Wiſdom and Truth.“ 
Nothing can be more Catholic. But we have alſo heard 
above; + that the Father is comprehenſible to the Word, 
his Son. As for the Places cited from the Books Of Prin- 
ciples, I can anſwer, that they are the moſt corrupt, and 
interpolated, of all his Writings, as Rufſinus hath ful- 


ly ſhewn. But we have no need of ſuch ah Anſwer 
When the very Words of Origen, cited entire by Ruffinus, 
® who explains the Deſign of the Author, and the Con- 


text of the Diſcourſe, do ſufficiently clear him. The 
Matter was this. Origen * had diſputed againſt thoſe who 
ſay God is corporeal, and deſcribe him with Humane 


Members and Habit ; the Hereſy of the Yalentinians, and 


Anthroponeorphites eſpecially. Origen defending the Faith 
of the Church, againſt theſe Heretic, had proved that 


God was every way incorporeal, and therefore inviſible. 


After which, the Order of the Diſpute, leading him to 
it, he adds: «But theſe Aſſertions have, perhaps, little 
« Authority with thoſe, who. would be inſtructed in 
« Divine Matters from the Holy Scriptures, and require 
« Proof from them, how the Nature of God, excelleth 


cc the Nature of Bodies. See whether the Apoſtle does 


e not ſay the fame, when he ſpeaks of Chriſt thus: 
c Tho is the Image of the inviſible God, the finſt- born of 
cc every Creature. For he is not, as ſome think, viſible 
ce to ſome, and inviſible to others, becauſe the Apoſtle 
cc ſays not, the [mage of God, inviſible to Men, or inviſible 
« to Sinners : But he conſtantly fays, ſpeaking of the 
ce Nature of God, the _ of the inviſible God. But 

« St. John alſo ſaying in the Goſpel, No one hath ſeen 


+ Sect. 9. of this Chapter. * Proleg. Ruffini in Lib. n dere by. 
Invectiv. inter opera Hieronymi Tom. 9. p. 139. 3 In Lib. 1. 


ce him 
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« him, at any Time, manifeſtly declares, to all underſtand- 
te ing Perſons, that there is no Nature, to which God is 
& viſible; not as though he was indeed by Nature viſi- 
& ble, but eſcapes the Eye of a frail Creature; but that 
< jt is naturally impoſſible to ſee him. Now if you ask 
< me what I think of the only begotten; don't imme- 
cc diately think it either abſurd or impious, if I tell you 
ce that the Nature of God, who is naturally inviſible, is 
< to him alſo inviſible; for I will give you a Reaſon 
« hereafter. It is one Thing to ſee, and another to 
« know. To ſee, and be ſeen, is corporeal ; to know, 
ce and be known, is of an intellectual Nature. Whatſo- 
ever is proper to Bodies, we are not to think of the 
ce Father, and the Son. This is manifeſt, betwixt the 
< Father, and the Son, with reſpect to the Nature of 
< the Deity. Laſtly, he hath not ſaid in the Goſpel, 
ce No one ſeeth the Father, except the Son; nor the Son, except 
« the Father; but he ſaith, »o one knoweth the Father, 
C &c. Whence it is plain, that what to ſee, and to be 
cc ſeen, is between corporeals, that ſame to know, and 
< be known, is between the Father and the Son, by the 
ce Power of Knowledge, not the Weakneſs of Viſibility. 
« Becauſe, therefore neither to ſee, or be ſeen, is proper 
& to be ſaid of an incorporeal, and viſible Nature, nei- 
« ther the Father is in the Goſpel, ſaid to be ſeen by 
ce the Son, nor the Son, by the Father, but to be known, 
< &c.” Who would not immediately own, with Ruffi- 
nus, that in theſe Words Origen makes no compariſon be- 
. tween the Father and the Son, but enquires concerning 
the very Nature of the Deity, whether the Word Viſi- 
bility can in any Senſe be proper to it? For Origen de- 
nies not, nay, he plainly enough ſays, that the Father is 
equally perceived by the Son, as the Son by the Father, 
5. e. molt erfectly; but he ſays this only, that the one 
is perceived by the other, not by the Weakneſs of Vi- 
fibility, but by the Power of Knowledge. What ſays 
Ferome to this? Hear, and judge. He ſpeaks thus: 


1 Apolog. ady. Ruffin, Lib. 2, Tom, 2. p. 511. 


Fi. 


the NI cENE FAITH. 223 
& Tn the firſt Book of Principles, where Origen with his 
& Sacrilegious Tongue ſpeaks Blaſphemy, that the Son 
& doth not ſee the Father; thou giveſt Reaſons, as in 
c his Name who wrote, and interpreteſt the Comment 
« of Didhmus, in which he vainly endeavours to defend 
cc another Perſon's Error, that Origen ſaid well: But we, 
« plain Home- ſpun Creatures, can neither underſtand 
9 bis Wiſdom, nor thine, his Interpreter.” But why 
doth he not ſhew that the Words of Origen, would not 
bear the Comment of Diaymus (a great Man in the Church, 
and formerly Ferom?'s Maſter), or that it was fraudulent- 
ly recited, or rendered, by Ruſſiuus? Becauſe he could 
not, I believe. It was Ferome's rhetorical Way, either 
| to paſs over in Silence, or fatyrically to elude what preſ- 
| ſed him. Surely the Words of Origen, as cited by 
* rome himſelf, ſhew plainly, that the Anſwer of Ruffinus, 
and of Didymus before him, was very true. He faith 
| Origen wrote, That God the Father, by Nature inviſible, is 
not ſeen by the Son: And again, F God be by Nature in- 
viſible, he is not viſible to our Saviour. Hence we plainly 
gather, that Origen therefore ſaid the Father could not 
be ſeen of the Son, not that the Son, being of a weak 
Sight, could not ſee the Father, who otherwiſe was 
-in his Nature, capable of being ſeen by a proper Facul- 
ty; but, that God in his own Nature is incorporeal, in- 
viſible, not an Object of ſight, and therefore pronounced 
the Father and Son to be mutually inviſible. To f. 
freely of the Thing. Hierome, in this Accuſation of Ori- 
gen, has diſcovered ſo plainly a mind loſt to Candor, and 
hurry'd away with Paſſion, that he has deſtroyed the Cre- 
dit of all his other Charges. A thing any one will ſoon 
find, who will give himſelf the Trouble to compare the 
Invectives of Ruffinus about this Matter, with the Apo- 
logy of Ferome againſt him. = 
17. In the ſame Epiſtle to Avitus, Ferome accuſes Ori- 
J gen of this impious Saying, T hat the Son compared to the 
1 - Father is not Truth, but compared to us is imaginary or ettypal 
* Truth, Others of the Antients heighten the Accuſation, 
and make him ſay, that the Son compared to the Father is 4 


3 = Lie. 
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Lie. What ſober Man can believe this? I hive but no- 
ſhewn that Origen, both in his Books againſt Cælſas, and 
elſewhere, hath in expreſs Words taught, that che Son is 
very Truth. But the Anſwer to this Objection is plain 
from the Objection it ſelf, as it is propoſed in Greek by an 
anonymous Defender of Origen in Phariun. He places this 
the laſt of thoſe Articles generally alledged againſt Origen, 
T hat the Image of God, * to him, whoſe Image it is, 
as it is the Image, is not the Truth. Which Propoſition 
rightly conſidered is found and Catholic. For it is cer- 
tain, that the Son, as he is the Image of the Father, is not 
the Truth, 5. e. not the Father himſelf, whoſe Image he 
is. This ſeems to be ſpoken by Origen againſt the Noetians, 
who aſſerted the ſame to be the Perſon of the Father and 
the Son. But Origen expreſsly teaches (the entire place I 
will produce hereafter) that the Son of God is the true, 
lively, perfect Image of his Father, anſwering to his Fa- 
ther in all Things, even in Greatneſs. = 

18. Laſtly. Jerome in the Epiſtle to Avitus, charges 
Origen with this Blaſphemy, Tha God the Father is Light 
incomprehenſible, that Chriſt compared to him, is but a 
ſmall Light. But we have ſeen above, in more places than 
one, that Origen in his Books againſt Celſus ſays, that the 
Father and Son are equally incomprehenſible. This Ob- 
jection ſeems to ariſe from thoſe Places, where Origen fays, 
that there is no Darkneſs in the Father, but the Son ſhineth in 
Darkneſs. But Origen hath clearly explained his Meaning 
in thoſe Paſſages, in theſe Words: * Let no one think 
« we fay theſe Things blaſpheming the Chriſt of God. 
-« For by the ſame Reaſon that the Father alone hath Im- 
« mortality, becauſe our Lord, of his Love ro Mankind, 
ee hath taken upon him Death for us; by this Rule the 
'« Father alone hath what is written, i. e. There is 10 
« Darkyeſs in him; Chriſt for the benefit of Men having 
« taken upon him our Darkneſs.” | 

19. Thus I have at length clearly ſhewn, that the Do- 
Qrine of Or gens Book againſt Ceſſus is Orthodox and Ca- 


Cod. 11. info | 


whole 
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rholie in the Article about the Son of God, and have op- 


poſed Aſſertions out of that undoubted Work, quite con- 
trary to thoſe impious Sayings objected by Jerome, and 
others, to that excellent Doctor. Whoever deſires to know 
the other Catholic Teſtimonies found in the reſt of his 
Writings, may conſult the Martyr Pamphilus's Apology 
(we ſhall prove it undoubtedly his againſt Jerome) for 


Origen, among Ferome's Works. It ſhall be ſufficient 


for us to recite a few ſelect Places. Pamphilus cites theſe 

Words out of the * firſt Book of Principles: < There is 
« then no Natute, not receptible of Evil, except God's, 
ce which'is the Fountain of all. And Chrift is Wiſdom, 
&« and Wiſdom is not receptible of Folly ; and Juſtice, 
< therefore not receptible of Injuſtice. And he is the 
c Word, or Reaſon, therefore can't be made Irrational. 
<« But he is the Light too, and it is certain the Darkneſs 
e comprehendeth it not. In like manner, the Nature of 
c the Holy Spirit, which is Holy, is not capable of Pol- 
cc lution ; for it is naturally, or ſubſtantially Holy: And 
&« if there is any other Nature Holy, it hath its Sanctifica- 
* tion from the Aſſumption, or Inſpiration of the Holy 
&« Spirit, not poſſeſſing it of its own Nature, but as an 
Accident; upon which Account it may be loſt, as be- 
&* ing an Accident. Here Oripen expreſsly teaches, that 


{  -Impeccability belongs to the Deity alone; and at the fame 


time no leſs expreſsly ſays, that neither the Son, nor the 
Spirit can ſin ; therefore Origen was wholly of Opinion, 
that both the Son and Holy Spirit did ſubſiſt in the Di- 
vine Nature. I could wiſh thoſe Perſons would take 


Notice of this, who think that Origen did at leaſt place 


the Holy Spirit amongſt the Creatures. But a little after, 
in the ſame place, he clearly owns the Inconvertibility and 
Eternity of the whole Trinity. “If the Holy: Spirit 
«* came to the Knowledge of the Father by the Revelation 


ce of the Son, then he came from Ignorance to Know= 


*« ledge : A Thing both impious and fooliſh, to confeſs 
« him to be the Holy Spirit, and to fay he is ignorant. 


2 Tom. 9. Ed, Marian. Victor. Pariſ. 1623. q p. 120. 
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ce For, we are not to ſuppoſe there was ſomething elſe be- 
cc fore the Holy Spirit, and that he made ſuch a Proficien- 


& cy as to be the Holy Spirit, ſo that any one ſhould dare 
<« to ſay, that when he was not yet the Holy Spirit, he 


“& did not know the Father, but after that he had received 
& Knowledge, he was made the Holy Spirit. Which if 


ce it had been, the Holy Spirit had never been in the Uni- 
& ty of the inconvertible God the Father, and his Son, 
& unleſs as he himſelf always was the Holy Spirit. Of 
the Son of God Origen writes thus, in the firſt Book up- 
on the Epiſtle to the Romans : Some one may perhaps 
c ask, whether the Son is God, chiefly for this, PE | 
« Fohn attributes that Word to God the Father, ſaying, 
&« that God is Love. But we ſhall again produce out of 
e the ſame Epiſtle what he alſo ſays, Beloved, let us Love 
ec one another, for Love is of God. He therefore that ſaid 
« God is Love, ſaid alſo that Love is of God, which 
& Love I believe to be no other than his Only-begotten 
c Son, as God of God, ſo Love of Love, The Only- 
« begotten Son, our Saviour, who alone was born of the 
« Father, and alone is his Son by Nature, not Adoption.“ 
A little after in the Commentaries upon the Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews, Pamphilus cites Origen : « Now we muſt know, 
cc that in certain ineffable, ſecret, hidden Matters, the Ho- 
cc ly Scripture doing Violence to it ſelf, endeavours to in- 
« form Men, and 57 the word Vapour, ſuggeſts pure 
&« Knowledge. Which Word it hath therefore taken from 
« corporeal Things, that we may in ſome fort underſtand, 
ce that Chriſt, who is Wiſdom, after the Similitude of 
« that Vapour, which proceeds from ſome corporeal Sub- 
« ſtance, proceeds as a certain Vapour from the Power of 
« God himſelf ; ſo alſo Wiſdom, proceeding from him, 
cc js begotten of the very Subſtance of God. So, never- 
cc theleſs, and according to the Similitude of a corporeal 
cc Efflux, is the pure and ſincere Efux of the Almighty 
« Glory faid to be. Both which Similitudes manifeſtly 
tc ſhew that there is a Communion of Subſtance between 
« the Father and the Son. For an Efflux ſeems to be 
een 
2 from 
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« from which it is an Efflux, or Vapour.” Laſtly, The 
bleſſed Martyr brings this place of Origen : * We muſt 
<« take care, that no one run into the abſurd Fables of 
cc thoſe, who make to themſelves certain Productions, fo 
cc as to cut the Divine Nature into Parts, and divide (as 
& much as in them is) God the Father; whereas even 
cc lightly to ſuſpect any ſuch Thing of an incorporeal Na- 
c ture, is not only extreme Impiety, but great Folly ; 
ce nor is it at all to be underſtood, how there can be a 
ce ſubſtantial Diviſion of an incorporeal Nature. But ra- 
ce ther, as the Will proceeds from the Mind, and neither 
5e cuts any Part of it, nor is ſeparated, or divided from it, 
ce after ſome ſuch manner the Father muſt be thought to 
& have begotten the Son, his own Image, that as he him- 
4 ſelf is in Nature inviſible, ſo he ſhould beget an inviſi- 
e ble Image. For the Son is a Word, therefore nothin 
«« material or ſenſible to be underſtood in him. He is Wit. 
« dom, and in Wiſdom nothing corporeal is to be ſuſ- 
ce pected. He is the true Light, that e every one 
« that cometh into the World, but hath nothing in common 
« with the Light of this Sun. 5 

20. Who does not ſee in theſe places of Origes, cited 
from Pamphilus, that the Catholic Faith concerning the 
Son of God, and even of the conſubſtantial Trinity is 
confirmed? But ſome attempt to deſtroy the Authority 
of theſe Teſtimonies, by pretending that they never were 
in the Greek, of Pamphilus, or Euſebiuss Apology, but 
were made and added by Ruſfinus in his Latin Verſion. 
The whole and ſole Reaſon for this is, becauſe Ferome has 
objected againſt Ruſfinus, chat Euſebiuss Greek, Apolo 
(for he will not allow it to be Pamphiluss) defended the 
Arian Creed, and proved that Origen was of that Faith. 
So he ſays: „ That learned Man Euſebius does nothing 
* elſe throughout ſix Volumes, but ſhe that Origen was 
cc of his Perſuaſion, of the Arian Perfidy. Hence * Sau- 
ins concludes, that the Apology under the Name of Pam- 


. Hieronymi Apolog. adv. Ruff, lib. 2. c. 4. De Script, Eccl. 
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philus, publiſh'd in Latin by Reffinus, is either none of 


Enſebins's, (or Pamphilus s), or ſo rendered into Latin by 
Ruffings, as that there is not one genuine Line left; or 
if any Thing genuine was left by Raffinus, that it has been 
taken out of his Verſion ſince. But it may be proved, 
that in this Caſe ive is not to be credited. For, (I.) 
Photins * witneſſeth, that he had read in Greeh {ix Books 
of Pamphilus Martyr and Euſebius for Origen, in which 
that ſevere Cenſor, who was wont to blame the leaſt Ten- 
dencies toward Arianiſm in the Writings of others, does 
not obſerve any Footſteps of that Hereſy. Again, the 
ſame Photius * making mention of a certain old anonymous 
Author, who had alſo wrote an Apology for Origen, ſays, 
that Author in his Apology for Origen and his Opinicns, 
made uſe of the Authoriry of other antient Authors, but 
eſpecially of Pamphilus Martyr, and Enſebins Caſarienſis. 
So that it 15 with me out of doubt, That that anonymous 
Author alrogether followed the fame Method of defending 
Origen, as Pamphilus and Euſebius did. But was the Apo- 
logiſt an Arian ? Nothing leſs. For Photius, who other- 
wiſe never ſpares Origen, expreſsly ſays of him, that he had 
made no Miſtakes * the Trinity. But how does this 
Author defend Origen? He ſays of Origen, faith Photius, 
That he had not erred in the Doctrine of the Trinity. A lit- 
tle after Photius ſays, that Writer had proved fifteen Arti- 
cles of _ Charge (of which the 3 firſt, the thir- 
teenth, and the laſt belonged to the Trinity) to be Calum- 
nies, and had demonſtrated it out of his Works. The 
Apology publiſh'd by Ruſſinus, under the Name of Pam- 


pPhilus, takes the ſame Way and Method. Hence it fol- 


lows, that ſuch Teſtimonies were cited from Origen, then 


Extant in Greek, by an old Greeh Author, even in Photi- 


us's Judgment a Catholic in the Article of the Trinity, as 
alſo ſhewed Origen to be a Catholic in the fame Article, 
and that this Author defended him thus by the Example 
of Pamphilus Martyr and Euſebius. Laſtly, We have elſe- 
where evidently proved, that Euſebius himſelf never embra- 
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ced the Hereſy afterwards called Arianiſm : Therefore Eu- 


ſebius could not either alone, or with Pamphilus (for I 


ſhall ſhew hereafter that * it was their joint Work) defend 


the Arian Impiety in Origen. But Pamphilus and Enſebins 


ſeem in their Defence to. have brought ſome Teſtimonies 
out of Origen, in which there are mixt certain Words and 
Sayings, which in Ferome's time did not pleaſe the Catho- 


| lics, as being then uſed by Ariaus in defending their Here- 


ſy ; which Teſtimonies Ruffinus for that Reaſon left out 
of his Verſion, content to tranſlate ſuch places of Origen 
cited by Pamphilus, as plainly delivered the Catholic Bo- 
ctrine in Catholic Expreſſions. This Ruffinus ſeems to 
hint, when in the Epilogue of his Tranſlation he ſays to 
| Feefted the Holy Martyr Pamphilus's 
Apologetic in the Latin 5 as he could, and the Matter 
required. But I'm perſuaded that Ruffinus put no Teſti- 
mony of Origen in his Verſion, which he did not find in 
ſo many Words in Pamphilus and Euſebius, and added no- 
thing of his own, whatſoever he took away. For Ruffinus 
himſelf (a Man who gave many Proofs of ſincere Piety, 


how odious ſoever Jerome made him to the Romanus by his 


baſe Artifices) about tlie beginning of his Preface to Ma- 
carius, upon the Apology of Pamphilas, ſacredly profeſſes, 
that in this Work he had not given Macarius, who deſired 
to be informed of it, his own Opinion of Origen, but that 
of the Holy Martyr Pamphilus, and had defended Origen, 
not in his o Words, but in another Perſon's. A little after, 
in the ſame place, and upon the fame Account, he cites his 
Adverfaries to the tremendous Judgment of God, in theſe 


Words: « But ſince we ſhall all come to 1 


cc of God, let them not refuſe to know the Truth, leſt 


cc not knowing it they offend ; conſidering that to wound 
ce the Conſciences of weak Brethren with falſe Accuſati- 
6 ons is to fin againſt Chriſt. And therefore let them not 
<« give Ear to Accuſations, nor learn one Man's Reputati- 
cc on from another, when they may have perſonal Trial, 
cc and the Confeſſion of his own Mouth ſhews what, and 


* See c. 13. n. 3. of this Section. 
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& how every one believes. How Origen thought in the 
cc Particulars before us, let the Tenour of his Book in- 
& form. It is plain that Ruſſinus added many Things of 
his own in tranſlating moſt of Origen's Books; but as of- 
ten as he uſed that Liberty, like an honeſt Man and a Lo- 
ver of Truth, he himſelf informs his Reader pf it. What 
ſay you to this, moreover, that even Jerome, who would 
not have forgiven him ſo manifeſt a Fraud, has not obſer- 
ved one Paſſage of Origen cited in the Apology of Pamphi- 
lus or Euſebius, which is otherwiſe an into Latin by 
KRuffinus, than it was read in the Apology, or in Origen 
himſelf. 

21. Who would not wonder at Jerome thus object- 
ing againſt Reffinus's Verſion ? „ There are many Of- 
ce fences; and open Blaſphemies in it. Enſebins, nay Pam- 
cc philus, (as thou wilt have it), ſays in that Volume, that 
« the Holy Spirit 1s the Miniſter of the Father and Son, 
cc not of the ſame Subſtance with the Father and Son, and 

ce _ __ Souls — Men wr. down from Heaven, A 
For though Pamphilus in his Apology tranſlated by Ruffi- 
uus, is indeed 72-46 ht in, FR Origen in his Belief of 
the Pre-exiſtence of Souls, that Blaſphemy concerning the 
Holy Spirit is in no part of the Work. Copies of Ruff. 
nuss Tranſlation were diſperſed far and wide, before Je- 
rome made this Objection; and is it probable that Rafſinus, 
a Man deſpicable at Rome, through Ferome's Artifice, could 
ſuppreſs, or correct all thoſe former Copies ? Beſides, Ruf. 
finus in his Epilogue to the Apology, as it was firſt put out 

by him (fo Jerome informs us) thus ſpeaks to AMarcarius : 
“ Of thoſe Things, which we have digeſted in the Latin 

* Tongue, as well as we could, and as the Caſe required, 

< 1n the former Book, according to the Apologetic of 
re the Holy Martyr Pamphilus, which he put out for Ori- 

5 75 in the Greek Tongue: This I would have you to 

« know, my dear Macarius, that that is the Rule of 

Faith to be embraced and held faſt, which we have ex- 


uff. Prefat. in Lib. 71g} «gy Sy, & Perorat.ad Comment. Orig. 
in Ep. ad Rom, 2 Apol. adv, Ruff, lib, 2. c. 4. | | 


ce pounded 
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te pounded above out of his Books. For it is evidently 
Cc proved, that there is a Catholic Senſe in all theſe.” It 
can't be that Rafinus, a Catholic without doubt in the Ar- 
ticle of the Trinity, ſhould adviſedly ſay it was evidently 
proved there was a Catholic Senſe in fo plain Blaſphemy; 
and that in the very Book to Macarius, in which he pro- 
feſſes religiouſſy to believe the Holy Trinity Co- eternal, 
of one Nature, Power, and Subſtance, and denounces an 
Anathema againſt him that teaches otherwiſe. Could he 
be ſo ſtupid as not to take Notice of ſo groſs a Blaſphemy 
in his own Tranſlation, without a Monitor? In no wiſe. 
What ſhall we ſay then? With the Reader's leave I'll of- 
fer my Conjecture. Pamphilus near the end of the Apo- 
logy tranſlated by Ruſſinus, defending Origen's Error con- 
cerning the Pre-exiſtence of Souls, or at leaſt excuſing it, 
and diſputing againſt thoſe, who maintained the Soul to 
be delivered down from Father to Son, deſcribes two ſorts 
of Men; one who taught that the Souls of Men were 
thus delivered, but yet * the firſt Soul was of the Sub- 
ſtance of God; another who aſſerted, that even that firſt 
Soul was made of nothing by God. Againſt the former 
he thus diſputes: Now thoſe that affirm the Souls to 
cc be ex traduce, and propagated together with the corpo- 
ce real Seed ; if, as ſome 25 them uſually affirm, they ſay 
cc the Soul is nothing elſe but the Breathing in of the Spi- 
ce rit of God, namely, that, which God is ſaid in the of ; 
c&c ginning of the Creation of the World to have breathed 
cc into Adam, profeſſing that it is of the very Subſtance 
cc of God; how will they avoid the aſſerting in ſome ſore 
& contrary to the Rule of Scripture, and the Meafure of 
cc Piety, that it is the Subſtance of God? I ſcarce doubt, 
but that theſe Words of Pamphilus are the Foundation of 
Ferome's Calumny. For Ferome, as many of the Anti- 
ents, thought the Breath of Life, which God breathed 
into the firſt Man, was the very Spirit of God infuſed 
into him, together with his Soul. Thus he ſpeaks in his 
Comments upon the Epiſtle to the Epheſians : * © Grieve 
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not the Holy Spirit in whom ye are ſealed to the Day 
of Redemption ; for we are ſealed by the Holy Spirit 


the Seal of God, and we receive that Image, and Si- 
militude, after which we were made in the beginning. 
This Seal of the Holy Spirit, (as our Saviour ſpeaks) 
is ſealed by God.” Here he interprets that Image and 
Similitude of God, after which Man was formed in the 
Creation, to be the Seal of the Holy Spirit; which he 
therefore ſeems to have done, becauſe he believed the Breath 
of Life, which God is faid to have breathed into him, 
when he made the firſt Man, to be the Holy Spirit. 
Tertullian is clearer upon this Point, where he ſpeaks 
concerning the Re-generation of Man by Baptiſm : “ Man 
ce is fo reſtored by God, to his Image, as he was of old 
6e created after it, &c. For he receives that Spirit of God, 
& which he then received by God's breathing upon him, 
cc and which he loſt by Sin.” Hence probably it came 
to paſs, that Pamphilus, or the Author of the Apology, 
denying the Inſufflation of the Spirit of God (under- 
ſtanding by the Inſufflation (as his Adverſaries, whom he 
refutes) nothing elſe but the humane Soul) to be of the 
Subſtance of God, Jerome accuſed him, as though he had 
taught that the Spirit of God, the third Pai of the 
Divinity, was not of the Subſtance of God, and there- 
fore his Miniſter, or Creature. He that likes not this 
conjecture, muſt fay, that Ruſſinus has been corrupted by 
his Enemies, and Ferome's Partizans, and that Jerome rat- 
ſed this Objection from that Depravation. Such a Com- 
plaint as this, Ruffinus, calling God, who knows the Heart, 
to avenge his Wrong, has made, concerning the Verſion of 
Origen Tg #ex@v. So he ſpeaks: * They ſhould have ſet 
ce my Words down, as I tranſlated them; but now hear 
ie what they do, and find an Example of ſuch flagrant 
cc Wickedneſs, if you can. In the Place were it was writ- 
* ten, But if you ask me what I think, even of the only 
6- begotten; if I ſhould ſay, that the Nature of God, na- 
1 Tertull. p. 226, Lid, 1. Invect. adv. Hieronym. Tom. 
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of God, ſo that our Spirit and Soul are impreſſed by 
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ce turally inviſible, is not viſible to him, don't immediately 
c conclude it impious, or abſurd : For I will give you a 
« Reaſon by and bye. Inſtead of what I have written, 
e namely, 5 [ will give you a Reaſon by and bye; they 
„ have written, Don't immediately conclude it impious and 
& abſuid, becauſe as the Son ſees not the Father, ſo the Holy 


4 Spirit ſees not the Son. If the Monk, who for his trick 


c of Calumny was ſent to Rome, had done ſuch a Thin 
cin Court, or in ſecular Matters; every Body knows what 
« Care the public Laws would have taken of the Criminal. 
„gut now, that he has left the World, retired from all the 
< Brangle of public Buſineſs to a Monaſtery, and given 
c up himſelf wholly to his great Maſter, he has again 
&« learnt of him Rage and Madneſs, inſtead of Mode- 
« ſty; to ſtir up War and Sedition, rather than promote 
ec Peace and Quietneſs; to raiſe Quarrels, inſtead of Con- 
« cord, to be perfidious for the Faith, and to lye for the 
« Truth.” In the fame Place, a little after, he ſpeaks 
thus of that Forger : When he had recited ſuch a forg'd Sen- 
<« tence at Milan, and I had affirmed that what he faid 
ee was falſe, being askt of whom he had his Copies, he 
ce anſwered, A certain Matron gave them him: Of whom, 
ce whoſoever ſhe was, I ſay nothing, but leave her to 
« God, and her own Conſcience.” This ſhall ſuffice at 
reſent for Pamphilas's Apology for Origen. 
P 7 Apology 2 . 
22. To conclude this Chapter at laſt; upon attentive- 


ly weighing the Places of Origen afore-cited, I'm of opi- 


nion, that Father, laſht by the Cenſures of ſo many Di- 
vines antient and modern, was truly Catholic in the Ar- 
ticle relating to the Divinity of the Son, and the Trini- 
ty alſo; although he ſometimes ſpoke otherwiſe in ex- 
plaining the Articles, than the Catholics now do; a Thing 
he hath in common, with almoſt all the other Aute- Mi- 
cene Fathers. I would ask leave, ſince I have been very 
diligent in his Writings, and have weighed the Hiſtory 
of him, written by the Antients, freely and univerſally 
to give my Judgment of his Theology, without Offence 
to any one. All agree that he was a very pious Man, 
but of a Wit too curious, and almoſt wanton. His 
F ins | Picry 
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Piety and Religion kept him from Innovations in the Rule 
of Faith, a great part of which is the Doctrine of the 
Trinity. In other Matters, which might be controvert- 
ed without Hazard to the Faith, he indulged his Geni- 
us, and in a few Things differed very much from the 
more received Opinion of his Contemporaries. I place to 
this Account, his Paradoxes of the Pre- exiſtence of Souls, 
of the animated Luminaries of the Heavens, of infinite 
Worlds, &c. But then in theſe Things he preſerved the 
Modeſty of a Pious Man, propoſing them not in a dog- 


matical aſſerting Air; but diligently ſeeking the Truth, 


where the Church had not defined any Thing. Conſult 
by all means the Apology of Pamphilus concerning this 
Matter, not far from the beginning. F 

23. This Judgment of mine upon Origen is confirm- 
ed by many other Teſtimonies beſides thoſe already cited. 
(t.) Though the Defenders of Origen, who were Ca- 
tholics in the Article of the Trinity, deny'd not his other 
Heterodox Tenets, fuch as I have mentioned, either ex- 


cufing or defending them; they always eagerly contended, 


that he was of the Catholic Opinion concerning the Tri- 


nity. Thus we have ſhewed that Pamphilus and the old 


anonymous Apologiſt behay'd. Jerome himſelf always 
tells us, that Diaymus Alexandrinus, a Man famous for 
Piety and Learning, and a ſtrenuous Defender of the Ni- 
cene Faith, took the ſame Method, in the ſame Caſe. 
Thus he ſpeaks to Ruffinus : «© What will you fay for 


% Didymus, who without doubt was Catholic in the Tri- 


ce nity, and whoſe Book of the Holy Spirit, I tranſla- 
<« ted into Latin? He could not conſent to thoſe Things 


« in the Writings of Origen, which had been added by 


_ « Heretics; and in the Books me? aex4r, which you have 


cc interpreted, has wrote ſhort Notes, not to deny thoſe _ 


« Things to be written by Origen, which were written 


c by him; but to tell us rude Creatures, that we could 
& not underſtand what was ſaid; and to endeavour to 


+ See alſo Huetij Origen, Lib, 2. p. 189. Apol. ady. Ruff. 
Lib, 3. c. 4. | 55 
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te put a good Senſe upon them. This he only ſpeaks 
cc concerning the Son and Holy Spirit. But in his 
c other Doctrines, Euſebius and Didymns plainly fall in 
* with him, and defend that as Pious and Catholic, 
* which all Churches rejet.” The Words of Socrates, 
concerning Baſil the Great, and Gregory Nazianzen, are 
worthy Notice. When the Ariaus cited the Books 
cc of Origen, to give Evidence, as they thought, for their 
5 Opinion, they confuted them, and ſhewed, they had 
c not taken Origens meaning.” (2.) The more an- 


tient, and the chief Adverſaries of Origen, who uſed him 


ſeverely upon other Accounts, have ſcarce faid any Thing 
about the Trinity. For Socrates * ſpeaking of the pri- 
mary Accuſers of him, /A4erhodines, Euſtathius, Apollinari 

and Theophilus (whom he with Indignation calls a qua- 
ternion of Evil- ſpeakers) makes this Obſervation: © I af- 
ce firm that Origen has been a gainer by their Accuſation. 
c For whereas they uſed all Means to aſperſe him, and 
cc yet could lay nothing to his Charge, as to Hererodoxy 
ce about the Holy Trinity, they are clearly become Evi- 
ce dences that he was Orthodox and Pious there.. Theo- 
Philus (if we may believe Jerome) blames ſome Miſtakes 


of his about the Trinity, in the firſt of his Paſchal Epi- 


ſtles, tranſlated into Latin by Jerome, and extant, both 
among his Works, and in the great Bibliotheca Patrum. 
But it would be nothing to confute them, if we had 


leiſure for it. Indeed Sulpitius Severus, a very faithful 


Hiſtorian, giving an Account of the Council gathered by 
T heophilus in his Time, againſt the Writings of Origen, 
ſays: „ When many Things were read in his Books, 
ce which it was plain were wrote contrary to the Ca- 
te tholic Faith, That Place raiſed the greateſt Odium, in 
« which it was ſaid, That as our Lord Jeſus came in the 
© Fleſh, for the Redemption of Man, ſuffered Crucifixi- 
c on for his Salvation, taſted Death for his Immortali- 
6 ty, ſo he would, by the ſame Steps of Suffering, re- 


* Socr. E. H. Lib. 4. C. 26, p. 198, 2 Ibid. Lib. 6. C. 13. 
p. 261, Dial. 1. c. 3. | = 
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& deem the Devil: For that it was agreeable to his Pie- 
ec ty and Goodneſs, who had reſtored loſt Man, to de- 
« hver the fall'n Angel alſo.” If it had been ſo plain that 
Origen was Heterodox in the Trinity, as Jerome and others 
pretend; ſurely Theophilus, and the Biſhops of his Party, 
who did all they could to ſwell his Accuſation, and had 
it chiefly at Heart, to render him (whoſe Authority the 
ſactious Monks had abuſed againſt the Church) very odi- 
ous, would have laid open this Hereſy before all Men, as 
what was, and juſtly too, the moſt hateful to all Catho- 
lics in that Age. But cautious Men as they were, they 
knew very well this Accuſation would eaſily be refuted 
from the undoubted Writings of Origen, and therefore 
omitting it, chiefly charged him, where he could not be 
ſo eaſily defended. Severus adds in the ſame place, that 
| What was objected to Origen in that particular, was in his 


Thoughts, an Error, not an Hereſy : But it is manifeſt 


Severus thought Arianiſm a very peſtilent Hereſy ; there- 
fore Origen was not accuſed of Arianiſm in that petty Coun- 
cil. (3.) What Exſebins has ſaid concerning Origen's 
Firmneſs in holding faſt the true Faith is remarkable : 
« Keeping from a Child the Rule of the Church, and ab- 
« horring, as he ſomewhere ſays, Heretical Doctrines. 
No Man, who is converſant in Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, can 
be ignorant that Origen was the chief, and almoſt the only 
Champion of the Church againſt all the Hereſies whatſo- 
ever, which aroſe in his time. Whereſoever, or how of- 


ten ſoever an Heretic appeared, who durſt oppoſe the Faith 


received in the Church, they had Recourſe ro Origen 
alone, who like another David would attack with his ſlin 
the Goliath, that defy'd the Army of the living God. 
' Nay, out of a Love of, and a Zeal for the Truth, he free- 
ly, in this alſo like David, offer d himſelf to engage. No 
Man ever better deſerved to be called the Maul of the He- 
retics.* But the Catholic Church always thought the Do- 
Etrine of the true Divinity of our Lord to make a part of 
her immoveable Rule of Faith. Nor did Origen think 


. > Eccl, Hiſt, lib. 6. cap. 2. p. 165. 
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otherwiſe. For in his firſt Book of Principles * (as Pam- 
philus cites it in his Apology) diſtinguiſhing the neceſſary 
Doctrines from thoſe that are not ſo, he places theſe 22 


thoſe that are neceſſary.Firſt, That there is one G 


« who created all Things. Then, that Jeſus Chriſt was 
« born of the Father before every Creature — Was made 
« Man, when he was God, and when he was made Man, 
« continued to be God — And then, that the Holy Spirit 
ce was joined to the Father and Son in Dignity and Ho- 
« nour. Among the Doctrines not neceſſary, or the 
Problems, which may be modeſtly diſputed either way, 
without hazard to the Church's Peace, he reckons in the 
ſame place the Queſtions about the time and manner of 


creating the Angels, of the Sun, Moon and Stars, whe- 


ther animate or inanimate, & c. Origen did perhaps indulge 
himſelf too much in diſcuſſing ſuch Queſtions as theſe, 
bur for thoſe other Points he made a Scruple of the leaſt 
Deviation from them. (4+) Bellarmine's Argument, how 
much ſoever deſpiſed by the learned Huctius, is, with me, 
of great Weight. He proves that Origen was therefore 
Catholic in this Article, becauſe his Maſter Clemens Alex- 
andrinus, and his Scholars Diony/ins Alexandrinus and Gre- 
gorius I haumaturgus were ſo. As for Clement, I have full 
proved, when I ſpoke of his Faith, that the Catholic Do- 
ctrine of a conſubſtantial Trinity was not more clearly ac- 
knowledged and preached by any one than by him. I 
ſhall hereafter prove the ſame of the other two Dionyſus 
Alexandrinus and Gregorius I haumaturgus (though the Je- 
ſuit Petævius to his own Diſgrace has branded both thoſe © 
reat Perſons with Ariaziſm). Now is it probable that 
e, who had ſo Catholic a Maſter, and ſuch Orthodox 
Scholars in that Article, who alſo always admired their 
Maſter, as a moſt excellent Doctor of the Church, ſhould 
be an Heretic in that very Article? (5.) The great Atha- 
naſius ſhould in this Caſe be as good as a thouſand Wit» 
neſſes, who in his Book of the Decrees of the Nicene Sy- 
nod expreſsly witnefſeth, that Origen was of the ſame Opi- 


In Prof, ettam. = = Lib. 1. de Chriſto, cap. 10. 
| : nion 
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nion with the Micene Fathers concerning the true and eters 


nal Divinity of Chriſt. * Tou may hear again from 


cc the laborious Origen, that the Son eternally co-exiſted 
« with the Father, that he is not of any other Eſſence or 
cc Subſtance, but properly of the Father's, as they have 
ec told us in the Synod of Nice. Now in the ſame 
place, before he 8 Origen's Teſtimonies, Athanaſius 
confeſſes, that there were ſome Things premiſed by Origen 


in the place to be cited firſt, which ſeemed contrary to 
' found Doctrine, but he ſays they were ſpoken by him in 


the way of Diſpute, not Aſſeveration, and that what he 
Cites is plainly Origen's genuine Senſe. * After thoſe 


« Things, which, ſays he, Origen had ſpoken againſt the 
« Heretics for {4 peg fas 


famous place of Origen concerning the Eternity and Con- 
ſubſtantiality of the Son, to which he adds a ſecond 


out of another Book of his, both which we reſerve to 


our third Section. I really make no doubt, but that 


the Method of Reaſoning which Origen every where fol- 


lows, in his Writings, namely, firſt to repreſent the He- 
retical Tenets in the Perſon of the Heretic, and then to 
explain the Catholic Doctrine, firſt gave an opportunity to 
ignorant or ill-natur'd Men to aſperſe him, as though he 


| Had from his Heart defended Hereſy. Huetius ſays that 


Athanaſius did not underſtand Origen's Opinion. But that 
learned Man muſt pardon me, if notwithſtanding what he 
fays, I'm perſuaded that Athanaſms Biſhop of Alexandria, 
near the Times of Origen, who himſelf was an Alexandrian, 
a very diligent and exact Reader of his Books, and of the 
other Antients, underſtood Origens Mind much better 
than any of us late Moderns. Huetins proceeds: © I de- 
«« ny not, ſays he, that Origen ſaid thus; but I can't con- 
« feſs that he ſaid it in the Senſe of the Niceze Council.” 
Again, I fay, that the Senſe of the Viceze Council could 


not be better known to any one than Athanaſms, Wa 


2 Athan. Vol, 1. Tom. 1, p. 232. Ap, 232. > Origenian, 


himſelf 


Ub, 2. P. 33. 
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himſelf was preſent at it. Now the ſame Athanaſius ſays, 
that Origen agreed with the Synod of Nice, both con- 
cerning the Conſubſtantiality and Co- eternity of the Son. 
Huetius doth not deny the one, but profeſſes he can't own 
the other. But J have before fully and clearly ſhewn, that 
the Nicene Biſhops did not in any other Senſe ſay, that 
the Son was Conſubſtantial with the Father, than as the 
Son 1s defined true God, even as the Father, not of an 

created or mutable Eſſence. And I have alſo abundantly 
proved in this Chapter, that Origen owned the Son to be 
Conſubſtanrial with the Father in this Senſe. As for the 
numerical Unity (as it is called) of the Subſtance of the 
Father and the Son (which Huetius in the ſame place ſays 
Origen denied) I can evidently ſhew that Origen owned it 
as much as any of the more antient Fathers, or even Atha- 
naſius himſelf ; that is, that Origen believed the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit to be really three, but nor to exiſt 
dividually or ſeparately as three Men, but to be intimately 
conjoined to one another, even to enter into and penetrate 
each other, by an ineffable Comprehenſion or Involution, 
or, as the Schoolmen ſpeak, Circuminſeſſion; by which, 
* Petavins ſays, a numerical Unity is neceſſarily effected. 
Bur I ſhall have a better opportunity of ſpeaking to this 


Point elſewhere. In the mean time let us paſs on to the 
other Fathers. 


| De Trin. lib. 4. c. 16. 
Me e & . . r . . b.. . . 


En Ar. 
Of the Faith and Opinion of Cyprian, Nova- 
tian, or the Author of the Book concernin 
the Trinity among the Works of Tertullian, 
and of Theognoſtus. 


YP RIAN was ahi rl Contemporary, the chief 
Biſhop of Africa during his Lite, very Holy, of 


an Apoſtolical Spirit, and a Martyr. He has thought 
ang rote fo pure and clean concerning the Divinity of the 
| 8 Son, 
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Son, as to eſcape Petavias's Cenſure, his uſual Charge of 
 Arianiſm. I'll therefore only cite a few Teſtimonies from 


him. In his ſecond Book of Te/timonies againſt the Fews, 
written to Qzirinus, he very fully proves from the Scrip- 


ture, that Chriſt is God, and attributes to him all thoſe 


places, which 1n the ſame Scripture are only attributed to 
the ſupreme God. So Ch. 5. 6. * For God is in thee, and 
there is no God beſide thee. For thou art God, and we knew 
not; God the Saviour of Iſrael. —T his is our God, and there 
is no other God but him. Be ſtill, and know that I am God, 


I will be exalted in the Nations, and I will be exalted in the 


Earth. M ho is over all, God bleſſed for ever. —T am Alpha 
and Omega, the beginning and the end. Our God will return 
Vengeance, he will ſave us. —I the Lord God, thid is my Name, 
I will not give mine Honour to another, nor my Glory to carved 


Images. Theſe Places and others, in which the great God 


is manifeſtly ſignified, he underſtands to be ſpoken of 
Chriſt. To which you may add what he profeſſedly at- 


tempts to prove in the roth Chapter of the ſame Book: 


* T hat Chriſt, God and Man, compounded of both Kinds, muſt be 


| the Mediator betwixt God and us. The Words plainly ſig- 


niſy, that Chriſt as God is Homogeneous and Conſubſtan- 
tial to God the Father, and as Man is equally Homoge- 
neous and Conſubſtantial to us Men. Now it is certain, 
that theſe Books of Teſtimonies to Quirinus, are the genu- 
ine Works of Cypriaz. For Ferome, * Auſtin, Gennadius, 
and Beda, exprelsly aſcribe them to him. Therefore Eraſ- 
muss Cenſure of them, as to him more probably ſpurious, 
is raſh ; one would wonder alſo how ſo great a Man could 
give ſo weak a Reaſon for it, namely, that the Author no 
where writes like Cyprian, except in the Preface. Now 
Cyprian could not write like himſelf any where elſe : For 


Cyprian, Oxon. p. 35, 36.  * Pag. 37, Ge. That is really 
proved, which is ſaid to be fo by this Author, but the Words cited are 
the Argument of the Church, not the Words of Cyprian. Let any Man 
read from ch. 6. to the 10th incluſively, and he will be fully convinced. 
This ſmall miſtake Dr. Whitby might have pardoned, who in the very 
Charge has made as great an one. Dialog. 1. adv. Pelag. Au- 


ſt. lib. 4. contra 2 Epiſt. Pelag. c. 8 & 10. Gennad, Catal. de Pe- 
& Beda Retract. in cap. 3. Act. 5 
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the whole three Books are nothing elſe but a Collection of 
Scripture Teſtimonies, and it was fit, in the citing of them, 
that he ſhould follow the Latin Veriton received and com- 
monly uſed in Africa at that time. 

2. But in other of Cypriaz's Pieces, you may every 
where read ſomething declarative of the Son's Divinity. 
I'll cite a place or two. Thus he calls our Saviour Chriſt, 
Our Lord and God ; as again afterwards in the ſame place. 
There is a remarkable place in his Book of the Vanity of 
Idols, in which Cyrias thus ſpeaks of the Word and Son 
of God : * Therefore the Word and Son of God is ſent as the 
Arbitrator and Maſter of this Indulgence, Grace and Diſci= 
pline, ho as preach'd by all the antient Prophets to be the 
Enlighiner and Teacher of Mankind. This is the Power, the 
| Reaſon, the Wiſdom, the Glory of God. He came down into 
the Virgin, the Holy Spirit was clothed with Fleſh. God was 
mixt with Man. This is our God, this the Chriſt, Where 
I therefore embrace, ¶ Carnem Spiritus Sanctus induitur, | as 
the true Reading, becauſe we find it ſo in molt of the ve- 
ry antient Manuſcripts. But certain Novices (as I ſup- 
poſe) have corrupted the Text in ſome Copies, thinking 
forſooth, that Spiritus Sanctus can mean nothing but the 
third Perſon of the Trinity. But I have ſhewed elſe- 
where, that every Perſon of the Trinity, from the com- 
mon Divine and ſpiritual Nature of them all, is called in 
Scripture, and frequently in the Writings of the Antients, 
Holy Spirit: A Note, which Pamelius tells us, is in the 
Margin of this place in ſome mn He however 
thought it proper to change the Reading, leſt the Anti- 
Trinitarians ſhould ſuck ſome Poiſon from it, and pretend 
that St. Cyprian did not own the third Perſon of the Deity. 
Vain Fear! It is abundantly plain from many places of St. 
Cyprian, (and we may truly affirm the ſame of the other 
Fathers, who have ſpoken after that manner,) that he be- 
lieved the conſubſtantial Trinity entire. So in his Epiſtle 
to Jubaianus concerning the Baptization of Heretics, he 


Ep. 63. ad Cæcilium, p. 148 and 155. 2 p. 1. 3 Vide 
etiam Rigaltium in notis Ed. ſuæ, p. 173. : 
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Proves Heretical Baptiſm invalid thus: I am one could b 


Baptized by Heretics, he might alſo obtain Remiſſion of Sins 


from them. If he obtained Remiſſion of Sins, he was both 
ſanblified, and made the Temple of God; I ask of what God? 
Jf of the Creator; he could not, for he believed not in him. 


Tf of Chriſt ? neither could he be his, who denies Chriſt to be 


God. If of the Holy Spirit; ſunce theſe three are one, how 


can the Holy Spirit be reconciled to him, who is an Enemy to 


the Father and Son? Here you ſee the Holy Spirit, as ex- 


preſsly called God, as the Father and Son. I've obſerved 


the fame before from Tertullian. By the way, you may 
ere take Notice that Cyprian has his Eye upon the firſt 


Epiſtle of John, ch. v. v. 7. Aud theſe three are one. He 


alſo peel cites the ple cen the fiele Son 


and Holy Ghoſt it is written, * Theſe three are one. So before 


Cyprian, Tertullian fays : * The Connection of the Fa- 
« ther in the Son, and of the Son in the Paraclete makes 
cc three coherent Beings one of another; which three are 
ce one Thing, not one Perſon.” This I note againſt thofe 


Who ſuſpect that the Catholics inſerted theſe Words into 
the Text ſince the Arian Controverſy. But to return; 


Cyprian in the ſame place proves, that Baptiſm in the Name 

of Chriſt only is ineffectual from this, * That Chriſt him- 
ſelf commands the Nations to be Baptized in the full united 
Trinity, Here by the full united Trinity muſt be under- 
ſtood the three Perſons, Father, Son, end Holy Spirit, as 
all ſubſiſting in one Divinity, and therefore that the Holy 
Ghoſt, as well as the Son, is united to the Father in the 
fame Communion of Divine Honour, * 


1 p. 203. . De Unitate Eccl. p. 19. Lib. adv. Prax. 
c. 25. p. 206, * Dr. Whitby ſays that Baptiſm in the Name 
of Chrift only was thought Valid, becauſe the Aits of the Apoſtles affirm 
it was ſo adminiftred : But I muſt deſire leave to re from the Doctor 
n this. Ch. xix. v. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. of the Acts plainly ſhew, that St. 
Paul had ſuch a Notion of Baptiſm being adminiſtred in the Name of the 
three, that he queſtioned whether they had been baptized into Chriſtia- 
nity, who knew not the Holy Ghoſt ; and this notwithſtanding, thoſe who 
were {0 Baptized, were ſaid to be Baptized in the Name of the ca, A 
ſus. His other Authorities are as far from proving it as this, and St 
Cyprian appears, for all the Doctor's Suggeſtion, to have better Reaſon 
for what he did, than the confrderation of Party, 
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3. Againſt theſe clear and expreſs places, Saudius, that 
he may perſuade his Reader that Cyprian favoured the Arian 
Hereſy, cites, or rather hints at, ſome Sayings of his, which 
ſeem to look that way. But ſome of theſe relate to the 
Oeconomy of the Son, as that he ask'd to be glorified of 
the Farher, and fulfilled his Will in drinking the Cup and 
ſuffering Death: Others are to be referred to the Subordi- 
nation of the Son, as Son, to the Father, as his Author 
and Principle. Upon which Account alſo he faith, that 
the Holy Ghoſt is inferior to the Son, i. e. he that is ſent to 
him that ſent him. The reſt are mere Calumnies palmed 
upon the Holy Martyr by Sandius, as that Cyprian taught, 
T hat he vas brought forth out of the Mouth of the moſt High. 
In the ſecond Book of the Teſtimonies againſt the Jews, 
ch. 1. Cyprian intending to prove that Chriſt was the Firſt- 
begotten, the Wiſdom of God, by whom all Things were 
made, brings the Words of Solomon, Prov. viii. v. 22, to 
v. zo. incluſively, and then cites a Verſe out of the 24th 
Chapter of Ecclefraſticus, in which are theſe Words; 1 
(Wiſdom) came out of the Mouth of the moſt High before every 
Creature. Who would hence conclude as Saudius doth, 
that Cypriaz taught, Chriſt was brought forth, or made 
out of the Mouth of -God, like the Word of Man, which 
exiſts not, before it is ſpoken, as the Yalentinians and other 
Heretics held? But Cyprian in theſe very Books expreſsly 
teaches from the Scripture that the Son of God hath nei- 
ther beginning, nor end of Exiſtence, as I ſhall ſhew in 
the proper place. By the like Fraud the Sophiſter cites 
this Sentence, as Cyprian's, * T hat Chriſt durſt not compare 
himſelf with God, nor 2as equal to him, but that the Father 
2was greater, ſubjoining, Which Huetius grants to look to- 
wards Arianiſm; and adds, Namely, he thinks it Robbery that 
Chriſt be equal to God, that there is as much difference betwixt 
Chriſt and God, as betwixt the Apoſtles and Chriſt, But let 
the honeſt Reader know, that theſe Words are found in- 
deed in a Book entitled, De Singularitate Clericorum: © If 


1 Enucl, Hiſt, lib. 1. p. 112 and 113. „ *. 
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ce Chriſt durſt compare himſelf with God, who ſays, 24y 

& Father is greater than I; or if the Apoſtles durſt com- 
c pare themſelves with, or make themſelves equal to 
« Chriſt, the like Strength with them makes us at this 
« Day equal to the Apoftles.“ All learned Men agree, 
that this Book is ſpurious, and among them Huetius, whofe 
Words in the place cited by Sæudius are theſe : « Thofe 
* barbarous Words, ſuch as you can no where find in St. 
% Cyprian's pure clean Style, ſhew this Work to be none 


c rarum, probrofitas, &c. Who can call Cyprian the Parent 
« of fuch Monſters ? See the egregious Candour of this 
Man ! In the mean time the Words cited, whoſe-ſoever 
they are, will eaſily bear a ſound Senſe, and may be un- 
derſtood of Chriſt living upon Earth, and fulfilling the 
Oeconomy of our Salvation. Nay, it appears by what 
he fays a little after, when he cites two Chapters of the 
Epiſtle to the Philippians, that this was his meaning. Think. 
this of your ſelves, which was in Chriſt Feſus, who being in 


the Form of God, &c. Which place of St. Paul ſo rendered, 


plainly denotes, that Chriſt, as being in the Form of God, 
might without Arrogance, without any Injury to God 
his Father, think himſelf equal ro God, and behave him- 
ſelf as ſuch ; but yet that he made himſelf of no Account, 
Cc. Sandius alſo foully calumniates the Holy Man, whulſt 
a little after he makes him guilty of this Hereſy ; That the 
Mord (in Chriſt) was inſtead of a Soul: For it is the conſtant 
Doctrine of Cyprian, that the Word, or Son of God took 
upon him, not only Fleſh, but Man, and the Son of 
Man, true and perfect Man of a reaſonable Soul, and hu- 
mane Fleſh ; a Thing every one knows, who knows St. 
Oprian's Writings. | 
4. But what Lover of Truth or Candor can with Pa- 
tience bear the impudent Sophiſter, whilſt from Ruffi- 
u he endeavours to prove that Cyprian was an Arian ? 
* Wherefore, ſays he, Ruſſinus in his Apology for Origen 
« ſaith, that very many in. thoſe Parts (about Conſtantino- 
« pic) were perſuaded -£ 
« fame Faith with Tertuſſian, even where he was T—_— 
8 cc e 


of his: Conſtitutionarios, repulſorium, vulgaritatis, fluxu- 


t the Martyr Cyprian, was of the 
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Ne indeed honoured Tertullian with the Title of Maſter, 
cc and was daily converſant in his Works: Now we have 
<« before ſaid, that Tertullian held the Arian Faith.” And 
again; © Tt is plain from the Words of Ruſſſius juſt afore- 
« going, that Arianiſm and Macedonianiſm were meant by 
c Ruffinus and the Orientals.” With what Face could 
he refer his Reader to the preceding Words of Ruffinus ? 
It will appear as clear as the Light, that he has cited him 
very baſely. Behold, Reader, the entire place of Ruf- 
nus: All the Holy Martyr * Cyprian's Epiſtles were wont 
« to be wrote in one Bcok. Some Heretics, who blaſ- 
* pheme the Holy Spirit, have inſerted in this Collection, 
« a Book of Tertullian's about the Trinity, not ſound in 
« the Truth of our Faith, have taken many Copies of 
c them (the Epiſtles and this Book thus put together) 
c and diſperſed them at a ſmall Price through all the great 
ce City Conſtantinople, that Men drawn in by the Cheap- 
cc neſs of them might buy the falſe deceitful Goods; and 
ce that the Heretics by this Device, the Authority of fo 
oreat a Man, might gain Credit, ro their falſe Faith. 
« Yer it happened, that, whilſt rhe Fact was freſh, ſome 
« of our Cicholic Brethren appeared to diſcover the Wick- 
edneſs, and to deliver ſome out of this Snare. Never- 


the Holy Martyr Cyprian was of that Faith, which Ter- 
tullian erroneouſly wrote.” Now any Man may ſee, 
that the Conſtantinopolitan Heretics were the Pneumatoma- 
chi, who endeavoured to perſuade others that Qprian's Faith 
was different from the Catholic; and that they went about 
to prove this, from no genuine Work of his (for he had 
every where wrote Catholicly concerning the Trinity), 
but from a Book that was none of his, whom ſome baſe 
Men inſerted into his Epiſtles, though the Catholics after- 
wards diſcovered it. And indeed no Ecclefiaſtical Au- 
thor ſays, that Cyprian ever wrote any Thing concerning 
the Trinity. Nor do I think, that the Book, theſe He- 
retics boaſted of, was all Tertullian's; becauſe he never was 


cc 


* Rufini Apol. pro Origene inter opera Hieronymi, Tom. 9. p. 137. 
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theleſs, very many in thoſe Parts are of Opinion, that 
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of the ſame Opinion with the Pueumatomachi, but con- 
ſtantly, even after his Fall into Hereſy, believed the three 
Perſons of the one Divinity, and expreſsly ſaid, that zhe 
Holy Spirit was as truly God as the Father and Sun. But 
indeed the Catholics of that Age, were not much con- 
cerned for Tertullians Reputation, as being then reckoned 
an Heretic, and an Alien from the Church, upon Account 
of other Doctrines. We may at moſt ſay the fame of 


Novatian, whoſe Book concerning the Trinity, which 


was diſperſed by Heretics, Jerome thought that to be, 
which is extant among the Works of Tertullian. For he, 
as I ſhall ſhew quickly, was Catholic concerning the Tri- 


nity. By theſe and many other ſuch Tokens the Reader 


may underſtand. what it is for Sandius to give the Marrow 

or Kernel of Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, namely, to gather from 
all Parts, and pack up together exploded and inſipid Sto- 
ries, for procuring Credit and Authority to the condemn- 
ed Hereſy of Arius. So much for Cyprias. 

5. Novatian, or the Author of a Book concerning the Tri- 
nity, which we ſpoke of before, comes next after Cypriay. 
Petavius ſays 3 that this Author hath not ſpoken accurately 
enough concerning the WL of the Trinity, nay, that 
he has generally treated of it abſurdly. And Sandius truſt- 
ing too much to Petavius (as his Cuſtom is) muſters him 
among the Ariays, But I ſhall ſhew in the proper place 
that thoſe inaccurate and abſurd Things either relate to the 
Oeconomy of the Son, or his Subordination to. the Fa- 
ther, as his Author and Principle, a Point held even by 


the Poſt-Nicene Fathers. In the mean time we ſhall prove 


from a few Paſſages, and very clear ones, that this Author 
in the main was no Arian. To this Proof I premiſe one 
Obſervation, that Petavius himſelf does in expreſs Words 
own, * that thoſe inaccurate and abſurd Things in this 
Author do only differ from the Catholic Rule in the way 
of peaking, or enter not into the Subſtance of the My- 
ſtery. This obſerved, let us come to the Point. In the 


See the Citat ons from Him above. 2 Apolog. adv. Ruffin, lib. 
2. C 5. ſub fnem. De Trin. lib, 1. c. 5. n. 5. Enucl. Hift. lib. 
4. 118. + Fexf, in Tom, 2. c. 5. n. 3. | 
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23d Chapter he proves Chriſt's Divinity thus: * «© If 
_« Chriſt was only Man, how doth he ſay, I came forth 
« from God, &c. whereas it is plain that Man was made 
ce by God, did not proceed from him? But nes. Man 
cc did not proceed from God, the Word of God did pro- 
<« ceed from him.” Again; Therefore God proceeded 
« from God, whilſt the Word that proceeded is God, 
ce who proceeded from God.” What is there in the MN 
cene Creed more expreſs againſt Arizs { For the Author ex- 
preſsly oppoles ¶ to be made of God] and [to proceed from 
G0] and no leſs clearly affirms, that Chriſt, in his more 
excellent Nature was not made, nor created, but proceed- 
ed from very God, and therefore is God of God. A 
little after in the ſame Chapter he fays : * © If Chriſt be 
c only Man, what is it that he ſays, I and the Father are 
cc ove? For how can I and the Father be one, if he be not 
both God, and the Son, who therefore may be called 
& one, as being of him, and being his Son, and being 
& born of him, and found to have proceeded from him, 
& by which he is God?” From this place Peravins's Ca- 
lumny againſt the Author of this Book is clearly confuted, 
in which he ſays, that he hath explained thoſe Words, 
T and the Father are one, almoſt in the Arian manner; and 
to prove it, cites theſe Words: “ In that he ſays One, 
<« it belongs to Concord, Purpoſe, and Society of Love; 
* fo that the Father and Son are truly one by Concord, 
& Affection and Love.” But from the place juſt alledged 
by us it is plain, that the Author, with all Catholics, un- 
der ſtood the Words of St. John, not of Concord, or 
Conſent of Will alone (as the Ariaus did) but alſo, and 
chiefly of a Communion of Subſtance, which is betwixt 
the Father and the Son. This the Author hath alſo ex- 
preſs'd clearly enough in the Words immediately follow- 
ing thoſe cited by Peravins (but unfairly concealed by 
him): „ And“ becauſe he is of the Father, whatſoever 
4 he is, he is the Son; the Diſtinction Mill remaining that 
„ he cannot be the Father, who is the Son, nor he the 


E Tertullian, Pariſ. 1675. p. 721. p. 722. 3p. 72. bid. 
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e Son, who is the Father.“ Indeed he oppoſes the He- 
reſy of Sabellius only, which ſo calls the Father and Son 
one, as to take away the Diſtinction of Perſons. Againſt 
this Hereſy he teaches, that the Father and Son are one 
both in Conſent of Will, and in Unity of Subſtance; 
for as much as the Son is deri ved from the very Eſſence 
of the Father, and yet they are two in Perſon or Subſiſt- 
ence. The unfair Dealing of the Jeſuit Petavius is really 


intolerable ; he every where wreſts the ſound and catholic 


Meaning of the Antients into ſtrange Heretical Senſes. * 
6. Bur I return to our Author, from whom I will cite 


one other plain Paſſage in Confirmation of the Son's Con- | 


ſubſtantiality, where he thus ſpeaks of both the Na- 
tures, the Divine and Humane Nature of Chriſt : - * For 


cc the Scripture * as well declares God Chriſt, as Man 


& God. It has as well deſcribed the Man Jeſus Chriſt, as 
« the God Chriſt our Lord. For it doth nor only pro- 
<« poſe him as the Son of God, but of Man alſo ; nor on- 
& ly ſpeaks of him as of Man, but of God alſo ; fo that 
e being of both, he is both, leaſt if he was only one, he 
cc could not be the other. For as Nature has taught that 
* we ſhould think him to be really in Nature Man, who 
« is of Man; fo the ſame Nature hath taught that we 
ce ſhould believe him to be God, who is of God: Leaſt, 
c if he ſhould not be God, though of God, he ſhould 
ce not alſo be Man, though of Man; and both of them 
<« ſhould be in hazard, each from the other, whilſt the 
one is ſhewn to deſtroy the Credit of the other.“ Sure- 
ly there is no Man of any Senſe, who does not immediate- 
ly perceive that in theſe Words it is plainly taught, Chriſt 
is as truly Conſubſtantial with the Father, as God, as he is 


* Dy. Clark, Whitby, and the Author of the Anſwer to the Queries 
may take their Share of this Cenſure. All of them have made Petavi- 
us's Choice, and though it is to be wondered how that could eſcape them, 
which lies in ſo ſinall a Compaſs as Novatian's whole Pool, they have 
either never ſeen, or ae concealed, what alone couid clear the 
Author's Senſe. It is here fairly repreſented, and I hope he may ſtill de 
ferve Dr. Clark's Character, (Scripture- Doctrine, p. 106 and 435.) 
A very antient Vriter, andthe moſt judicious among the Antients. 

p. 713. | ; 


Conſub- 


the NI EN E FAITRH. 249 


Conſubſtantial with Man, as Man; and that he is no leſs true 
God, than he is true Man. Over and above I will add, 
that this Author's Opinion of the Holy Ghoſt was alſo 
Catholic. For in the beginning of the 29th Chapter he 
informs us, that we mult believe according to the Rule of 
Faith, not only in the Father and the Son, but alſo in 
the Holy Ghoſt. And in the Proceſs of the Clypter he 
attributes thoſe Powers and Operations to the Holy Spirit, 
which are not compatible with a Creature. Laſtly, to- 
ward the end of the ſame Chapter, he aſcribes in Terms 
a Divine Eternity to the ſame Spirit. I've ſhew'd in ano- 
ther place, how he ſays that the Spirit is inferior to the 
Son. But of this Author, no more at preſent. 

7. I ſhall reckon Theognoſtus Alexandrinus among the 
Writers of this Age, although I can't find out his parti- 
cular time. This however we may know, that he was 
much more antient than the Nicene Council, though of 
later Date than Origen. It is certain he was later than Ori- 
gen, becauſe Photius laſhes him as a Diſciple of his. We 
may alſo conclude, that he was long before the Vicene 
Council, becauſe Athanaſius places him among the old 
en, and alway ſubjoins his Teſtimony to Origen's. * The 
ſame Athanaſius calls him an eloquent and an admirable Man. 
He wrote ſome Books of Expoſitions, which are loſt ; 
but from the ſecond of them Athanaſius cites a noble Frag- 
ment for the Conſubſtantialitÿ: The Eſſence of the 
« Son is not ſomething externally invented, nor ſomething 
cc brought into Being from nothing; but it came from 
the Eſſence of the Father, as Splendor from Light, or 
Vapour from Water. For neither the Splendor, nor the 
« Vapour is the very Water, or the Sun; nor is the Eſ- 
&« ſence of the Son ſomething different from the Father, 
“ but the Efflux of the Father's Eſſence, that ſame Eſſence 
& of the Father, not admitting Diviſion. For as the Sun 
ce remains the ſame, and is not leſſened by the Rays it 
ce ſends forth, ſo the Eſſence of the Father undergoes no 


In. 999, 728. *Ch:3H 17. 3 p. 702, Athan. Oper. Ed. 
Bened, # Ibid, & 230, p. 230. 
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„Change, though * it ſends forth the Son, its Image.“ 


Surely nothing was ever ſaid more direct againſt the Arians, 
even in the venerable Seſſion of the Miene Fathers. 


8. That therefore cannot be true, Which Photius writes 


(and which not only Saudius, but the very learned Huctius 
gives Credit to), namely, that this Theognoſtus in that ve- 
ry ſecond Book of his Expoſitions, which Athanaſius cites, 
taught that the Son of God, as he is properly the Son of 
God, is a Creature. Nay, Photius himſelf deſtroys his 
own Credit, whilſt he ſays, in the fame Chapter, near the 
end, that T heognoſtus affirmed the Son not to be circum- 
ſcribed in his Power; what can't be ſaid of any Creature. 
Vea, the ſame Perſon a little after owns, That in his 7th 
Book Theognoſtus treated upon other Matters, more pi- 
_ oufly, and eſpecially towards the end of his Diſcourſe, 
upon the Son of God. It muſt be ſomething extraordina- 
ry, which Photius would thus commend. And who can 
believe that ſuch a noted Perſon as T heognoſius would fo 
groſsly contradict himſelf in the fame Work? The Mat- 
ter is this. Photius had ſo thorough an Hatred againſt Ori- 
gen, that he could not ſpare his Follower and Defender 
Theognoſtus, and therefore cenſured his Writings. T heog» 
zoſtus ſpoke the Opinion of thoſe with whom - diſputed, 
did not declare his own. This Photius hints, and not ob- 
ſcurely, who after he had accuſed him of this Blaſphemy, 
quickly brings in a certain Perſon defending him, as ha- 
ving propoſed thoſe Things for Diſputation's ſake, not as 
his own Thoughts. Now Photius does not deny this, but 


only blames that way of diſputing, at leaſt about Divine 


Myſteries, and in Writing : A fault, which I doubt not 
he would have pardoned in any other Author, but an Ori- 
geniſt. But Athanaſius puts this Matter beyond Contro- 
verſy, who after reciting the Teſtimony of T heognoſtus 
above alledged, immediately adds: Theognoſtas 4s ha- 
wing firſt examined it by way of Diſputation or Exerciſe, then 


gives u his Opinion in the Words, It is manifeſt then, that 


* EN] . I was fond of reading Niue. 1 Phot. Cod. 106. 
Enucl. Hiſt, lib. 1. p. 109. Origenian. p. 459 2 Vide ſupra. 
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T heognoſtus, in his 2d Book Of Expoſitions, firſt propoſed 

8 3 1 — their 
Opinion, who ſaid that the Son of God was a Creature, 
and that, ſo as to perſonate them, and plead their Cauſe ; 
but then at laſt, that he delivered his own Catholic Judg- 
ment, and that oppoſite to theirs, in the Words produced 


by Athanaſis. 


9. What Photius further objects to T heogneſtus, that 
he had taught, That the Son of God only preſided over 
rational Creatures, is eaſily confuted. The Holy Man ne- 


ver meant that the Government of the Son ſhould be fo 
. confined to rational Creatures only, as that the reſt ſhould 


be exempted. God forbid : For how could he reſtrain 
the Divine Providence of the Son of God from any Crea- 
ture, who (according to Photius himſelf) hath ſaid that 
the Son of God is in no wiſe circumſcribed in Power 2 
What then? Without doubt Theognoſtus intended the fame 
as his Maſter Origen, whom Photius reports to have taught, 
That the Father pervades all Things, the Son the rational Crea- 
tures, aud the Holy Ghoſt only thoſe that are ſaved. How 
theſe Words are to be underſtood, Huetius informs us: 
« Taken ſtrictly, they can ſcarce eſcape Cenſure: But if 
« any one attends more to Origen's Meaning than his 
C Words, he will think otherwiſe. For though the ex- 
ce ternal Acts of the ſacred Trinity are one — the ſame ; 
« and though what the Father does, that the Son and 
« Holy Ghoſt do alſo; yet ſome Things are uſually aſ- 

e ſigned to the Father, ſome to the Son, and ſome to the 
« Holy Ghoſt. As then the Creation of all Things is 
« commonly attributed to the Father, though it equally 
<« belongs to all the Three,; fo Origen aſcribes the Care of 
ce all Rationals to the Son, who is the Reaſon ; and the 
<« beſtowing of Holineſs to the Holy Ghoſt, (as the Apo- 
ce ſtle St. Paul? does), although it is due to the whole 
« Trinity. It is written by St. Peter, * According to the 
« Fore-knowledge of God the Father, through Sanctification of 


Cod. 8. 2 Origenian. lib. 2. p. 46, 47. Rom. i. v. 4. 
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& the Spirit, unto the Obedience and Sprinkling of the Blood of 
« Feſus Chriſt”. Huetius proves this clearly ro have been 
Origen's Meaning by Citations out of his own Books. To 
which he ſubjoins a remarkable Paſſage from Paſchaſius 
Diaconus *, in which he makes uſe of Origen's Opinion, as 
his own: „ As far as is manifeſtly to be Saber in Holy 
&« Scripture, the Father doth ſome Things by himſelf, 
<* others ſpecially by his Son, and others by the Holy 
<« Ghoſt, tho' under the Priviledge of a common Power. 
cc That we are, is properly owing to the Father, in whom, 
« as the Apoſtle ſpeaks, we live and move, and have our Be- 
cc ing; that we are capable of Reaſon, Wiſdom and TJu- 
« ſtice, is referred to him, who is Reaſon, Wiſdom and 
<« Tuftice, i. e. to the Son; that being called, we are re- 
ce generated, and being renewed, we are juſtified, is evi- 
c dently aſcribed to the Perſon of the Holy Ghoſt, by 
ce the Word of God.” He adds a famous Paſſage of St. 
* Auſtin: < As we properly call the Word of God only 
« by the Name of Wiſdom, though, univerſally ſpeaking, 
ec the Father and the Spirit are alſo Wiſdom ; ſo the Holy 
c Spirit is properly called Love, though univerſally the 
cc Father and the Son are Love.” Bur what the ſame 
learned Huetius ſays, that Athanaſius had exploded Origen 


and his Follower Theognoſtus for ſuch Sayings, is not true. 


For Athanaſius only admonithes us to conſider well both 
their Sayings, and ſeek for a more profound Senſe than 
they at fill exhibit. His Words are theſe : 3 «© But I 
« think in my ſmall Judgment, that both their Notions 
ce require a tolerable Trial and Confideration, whether 
ce there is not a more deep Senſe hidden in their Words.” 
Surely this is not to explode Origen and T heognoſtus for 


what they have ſaid. Now Huetius hath diſcovered to us 


this more profound Senſe. So much for Theognoſtus's Faith 
and Opinion. 


a 
Lib. 1. de Sp. Santo, c. 9. * Lib. 15. de Trin. c. 17. 3p. 703. 
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Dr. GRABEs Annotations concerning St. Cy- 
prian and the Citation of St. John, 1 Epiſt. 
Ch. V. v. 7. 


H O' the reverend and learned Dr. Bull hath cited 

all the Teſtimonies of Chriſt's Divinity, which we 
have in the Treatiſes of St. Oprian, we may add to them 
the Suffrage of Euchratius 4 Thenis, in the Council of 
Carthage, where Cyprian preſided, and whoſe Acts, or the 
Opinions of the Biſhops are in his Works. There, Num- 
ber 29. are theſe Words of Euchratius: „ God, even 
e our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, fully taught the Apoſtles with 
„ his own Mouth our Faith, the Grace of Baptiſm, and 
« the Rule of the Eccleſiaſtical Law, ſaying, Go and 
teach all Nations, baptixing them in the Name of the Fa- 
ce ther, and the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt.” Upon which 
Account he rejects the Baptiſm of Heretics, out of whoſe 
Months, Poiſon, not Life, not heavenly Grace, but Blaſphemy 
againſt the Trinity proceeds. Here, as in the Epiſtles of St. 
. Cyprian, is the Word Trinity, and the Title of God our 
Lord, aſcribed to Jeſus Chriſt. Againſt that which our 
very learned Author has obſerved, namely, that St. Cyprian, 
as well as Tertullian, has cited the Place of St. John con- 
cerning the three Witneſſes, the Authority of a later A. 
frican Biſhop might be objected, namely, Facundus Her- 
mianenſis: * The Apoſtle John thus ſpeaks in his 
_ «© Epiſtle concerning the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
% Ghoſt: There are three that bear witneſs on Earth, 
« the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood, and theſe three are 
ce one, &c. After which he proceeds to ſhew that by the 
Spirit was meant the Father, by the Water, the Holy Spi- 
rit, and by the Blood, the Son. Again, he ſays, © Which 
« Teſtimony of the Apoſtle John, rhe Bleſſed Cyprian, 
< Biſhop of Carthage and Martyr, in his Epiſtle or Book 
'* which he wrote concerning the Trinity, underſtands 


1 p. 235. Lib. 1. Defenſionis trium Capitulorum. | 
| | « of 
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„of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. For he fays, I 
c and the Father are one; and again, of the Father, Son, 
« and Holy Spirit, it is written, Aud theſe three are one.” 
From this one might conclude that not only Facundus 
did not own the Words of St. John concerning the three 
Witneſſes in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Spi- 
rit; but alſo thought that St. Cyprian had not cited them, 
but referred to the myſtical Expoſition of the three Wit- 
neſſes on Earth, which he hath given. But I oppoſets 

Facunais, another African Writer, ſomething more anti- 
ent, and no lefs learned, namely Fulgentius Ruſpenſis, * who 
not only cites the controverted Verſe of St. John, but 


alſo ſays it was cited in the Place we are ſpeaking of by 


St. Oprian: c The Bleſſed Apoſtle John witneſſeth, ſay- 
ce ing, There are three that beau Witneſs in Heaven, the Fu- 
cc ther, the Word, and the Spirit, and theſe three are one. Which 
« alſo the Bleſſed Martyr Cyprian confeſſes in his Book of 


cc the Unity'of the Church.” From that Book he cites the 


Words of Cyprian, and indeed more truly than Facundus, 
who by Miſtake cites the Book or Epiſtle concerning the 
Trinity. prian then plainly own'd the Words of St. 
John of the three Witneſſes in Heaven, as Fulgentius ſays, 
and as he plainly ſhews, that he himſelf read them in the 
African Copies. Tertullian's Caſe is the ſame with St. G- 
prian's. X | 

2. But whatſoever may be determin'd from the Afri- 
can Copies of the New Teſtament uſed by Tertullian and 
St. Cyprian, I believe St. John in the Original wrote thoſe 
Words about the Witneſſes in Heaven, and having this 


opportunity, I offer the Arguments which have induced 


me to it, to the Conſideration of ſuch as are of a diffe- 
rent Opinion. (I.) The controverted Place contains no- 
thing, but what St. John hath elſewhere taught, namely, 
in his Goſpel, or rather mentioned as taught by Chriſt. 
He names three that bear Witneſs of Chriſt, the Father, 
the Word, and the Holy Spirit, and adds, that theſe three 


are one. Now concerning the firſt Witneſs, Our Saviour 


In Lib. de. Trin. ad. Felicem Notarium, c. 4. 
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faith, John v. 37. He that ſent me, the Father, he hath 
born Witneſs of me; namely, by the Voice from Heaven, 
in the Baptiſm of Chriſt : This 20 my beloved Son, in whom 
1 am well pleaſed. Concerning the firſt and ſecond Wit- 
neſs jointly, St. John has recorded the following Saying 
of our Lord's. I am one, who bear Witneſs of my ſelf, and 
the Father that ſent me, beareth Witneſs of me. Of the 
third Witneſs the Holy Spirit, our Saviour faith, He ſhall 
bear Witneſs of me. Now that theſe three are one, the be- 
loved Diſciple had in like Manner learnt from the Mouth 
of his Lord, faying, I and the Father are one. Hence it is 
manifeſt, that not only the Senſe, but the Words, are found 
in St. John's Goſpel, though in different Places. Why 
then might he not write the ſame Thing in his Epiſtle ? 
Nay, I can by no means perſuade my felt, that St. 917 
profeſſedly Writing of thoſe that bear Witneſs to Chriſt, 
named the three earthly Witneſſes, but paſſed over in Si- 
lence the three Heavenly ones, of greater, of the greateſt, 
of infallible Authority; the Father, the Son, and the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt, to whoſe Teſtimony he well knew our Lord 
_ appealed. (2.) St. John himſelf has ſhewn that he al- 
ledged the Teſtimony of the Father concerning the Son, 
in the following Words. 1f ye receive the Witneſs of Men, 
the Witneſs of God is greater ; and this is the Witneſs of God, 
which he hath witneſſed concerning his Son. Now if the 
controverted Place be taken out of the Text, there is no 
preceding Teſtimony of God the Father, to urge in the 
Verſe juſt recited. For if with ſome Interpreters we un- 
derſtand the Spirit to be that, which our dying Lord com- 
mended into the Hands of his Father, the Blood and Water 
to be whar iſſued out of his Side when dead, and demon- 
ſtrated the Truth of his humane Nature, it is plain theſe 
can't be called the Teſtimony of God the Father. But 
if (which is my Opinion, and which I ſhall largely ex- 
plain and prove elſewhere) St. John, alledging a threefold 
Teſtimony, not for confirming the Truth of -our Lord's 
humane Nature, but his Divine Doctrine, did here- 
by ſignify the threefold Baptiſm (as Divines uſually call 
it) of the Spirit, the Mater, and the Blood; i. e. the Gif 5 

| | 5 
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of the Spirit ſhed abroad upon the Believers; eſpecially 

the Spirit of Prophecy, which is expreſsly called by the 
Angel, the Teſtimony of Feſus; the Bapriſm of Water, 

which they who receive into the Name of Chriſt, give 
ublic Teſtimony to him; laſtly, the ſhedding of Blood 


or the Name of Chriſt, which was called Martyrdom in 


the beginnings of the Church, and thoſe who bore this 
Teſtimony Martyrs; if, I fay, this Opinion be received, 
then again, theſe are not the Teſtimonies of God, but 
of Men. For they are Men, though acted by the Holy 
Spirit, and though they confirm their own Faith, and that 
of others by Prophecy, Baptiſm, or Blood. Therefore 
whilſt rhe Apoſtle inculcated the Teſtimony of God, 
he had reſpect to the Witneſſes immediately before na- 
med, the Father, the Word, and the Spirit. (z.) Laſt- 
ly, thoſe Words [i Earth] added to the three Witneſ- 


ſes, the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood, would be altoge- 


ther ſuperfluous, unleſs there was a precedent or conſe- 
quent mention of other Witneſſes in Heaven. And hence 
J ſuppoſe it is, that in ſome Copies, in which the Mem- 
ber, which ſpeaks of three that bear Witneſs in Heaven, 
is wanting, the words [on Earth] are omitted. 


2. The chief, nay, almoſt the only Thing, which is 


- objected againſt this Saying of the Apoſtle, 1s the ſcarcity 
of Copies, and indeed the more antient ones, in which 
this was written, or is now found. It was not in the 
Copy of the Syriac Verſion, and many others uſed by the 
Fathers of the fourth and fifth Centuries, as we may ga- 
ther from their never citing it, in any of their genuine 
Writings, againſt thoſe Heretics who denied the Deity 
of the Son, or Holy Spirit. Nor is it now in the Alex- 


andrian Manuſcript, and other Books of very good note; 
and in thoſe, where it is read, it is various, plac'd ge- 
nerally in another Order, namely, ſubjoined to the Verſe 


comterning the three Witneſſes on Earth. But J anſwer 
that all theſe Things don't demonſtrate that theſe Words 
of the three Witneſſes in Heaven, were not written 
St. John; but only prove, that not long after, they were 
omitted by ſome haſty negligent Scribe, and thence the 
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mutilated Text tranſlated it {elf into many Copies. Now 


there appears the ſame Reaſon of this Omiſſion, as of al- 
moſt all we meet with, in cither facred or profane Wri- 


rings, namely, the Repetition of the ſame Words there 
are three that bear Witneſs] and [are one]. But that the 


Reader may ſee that the ſame Thing has happened in other 
Places of Scripture, and indeed of St. John, I will bring 
two parallel Examples out of Tertullian and St. Cyprian, by 


whoſe Writings the Authority of the dubious Teſtimo- 
ny before us is proved. In the Council of Carthage, 


over which St. Cyprian preſided, theſe Words are, as ci- 
ted from St. Fohn Ch. iii. v. 6. What is born of the Fleſh 
is Fleſh, and what is born of the Spirit is Spirit. For God ts 
a Spirit, and born of God. In the ſame manner Tertullian 


alledges it. If therefore we may make a p udgment from 


their Copies, and others; after thoſe words in St. John's 


Goſpel, | what is born of the Spirit is Spirit] were theſe, 


2 God is a Spirit, and born of God]; but by Reaſon 
th Members ended with is, the latter came to be 
omitted. In like manner St. Cypriar hath cited the follow- 
ing Words of our Saviour in the Goſpel: There ſhall 


not be left in the Temple one Stone upon "another, which ſhall 


not be diſſolved, and after three Days another ſhall be raiſed 
up without Hands, Which Words are not to be found 
entire in any Editions of the Goſpel, in which indeed 
Mark xiii. 2. you may ſee the former Words, One Stone 
ſhall not be left upon another, which ſhall not be diſſolued, or 
deſtroyed ; but the latter you can only find, in any that T 
know, in the Cambridge Greek Manuſcript, thus expreſſed ; 
And in three Days another ſhall be raiſed up without Hands. 
Bur that theſe were the very Words of St. ark, the 
Hiſtory of the ſame St. Marl concerning the falſe Wit- 
neſſes againſt Chriſt, ſcarce ſuffers me to doubt, in which 
he reports in the following Chapter xiv. 58. that ſome 
ſaid that they had heard from Chriſt : 7 will deſtroy this 
Temple made with Hands, and in three Days I will build ano- 


ther made without Hands. Which laſt are the very Words 


$ Cypr. p. 231, Tear. p. 221. . F 
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before cited, and no were recorded, but in that Place of 


St. Mark; but omitted by Reaſon of the Particle 4 re- 
curring (% Ji and H x99) by ſome antient haſty neg- 


ligent Scribes, and therefore only preſerved in a few Co- 


pies. 


4. But to ſatisfy thoſe alſo, who grant that the con- 


troverted Words of St. John were not ſo much as cited 
by Tertullian, Cyprian, or any other antient; J will inſtance 
in two other Verſes of the New Teſtament, which are 
not extant in the printed Copies, or in many very anti- 
ent Manuſcripts, nor cited by the Holy Fathers; which 
I am perſuaded, notwithſtanding, - were written by the 


| Apoſtles themſelves, becauſe there appears no Reaſon of 


adding them, but the ſame occaſion of omitting, as I have 
ſhewed in the Places aforeſaid. Thus St. John: He that 
eateth my Fleſh, and drinketh my Blood, remaineth in me, and 
J in him: Now in the old Cambridge Manuſcript we have 
theſe Words ſubjoined : As the Ps, oh is in me, and I in 
the Father; Ferily, verily, I ſay unto you, unleſi ye receive 
the Body of the Son of Man, as the Bread of Life, you have 


uo Life in you. In like manner, in the Epiſtle of St. Paul 


to the Hebrews, Ch. xi. this Member 1s put in betwixt 
the 23 and 24 Verſe in ſome Copies, (as Curcellæus wit- 
neſſeth) Moſes being ſtrong in Faith, killed the Egyptian, 
conſidering the Oppreſſion of his Brethren. Who does not 
perceive that the former Member was loſt by reaſon of 
the Words & aur or xs recurring, and the latter by 
reaſon of the Repitition of @isz Mens uijas juourr® 2 
And why might not the ſame Thing have happened in the 
controverted Place of St. ohn? Neither do the Inſtances of 
Defects in the Copies of Divine Writ, detract from God's 
Providence in preſerving it. It is ſufficient that there are 
ſome Books, or Copies, by which we can ſupply thoſe 


Defects. To ſay no more, it is ſufficient that thoſe Pla- 


* 


ces do not at all belong to the Confirmation of neceſf: 
Articles of Faith, or are not neceſſary, becauſe the Trut 
of thoſe Articles may be proved by many other Teſtimo- 


nies of the ſacred Writers, which are entire. 
ö „„ V 
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Of NOVATIAN. 


- A FTER Novarian hath fully declared the Deity of 
A Chriſt in the Paſſages cited by the Reverend Dr. 

ull, he proves the ſame largely from the Scriptures of 
the Old and New Teſtament. It may be uſeful to tran- 
{cribe the chief Places, to ſhew that the antient Fathers 


of the Church formerly defeated Heretics with the ſame 


Weapons, with which we attack them, and that they held 
the Doctrine of Chriſt's Divinity, as neceſſary to. Salva- 
tion. Thus Novatian begins the 12th Ch. « Why then 
& ſhould we doubt to ſay what the Scripture faith? Why 
« ſhould the Truth of Faith heſitate, where the Authori- 
« ry of Scripture never did? Behold the Prophet Ho- 
&« ſea ſays in the Perſon of the Father: I will not ſave 
« them by the Bow, nor the Horſes, nor the Horſe-men ; 
* but I ill ſave them by the Lord their God. If God 
ic doth not fave, but by God, and God doth not fave 
but by Chriſt, why ſhould Man doubt to call Chriſt 


* God, whom he obſerves to be called God by the Fa- 


e ther in Scripture : Nay, if God the Father doth not 
ſave but by God, nor any one can be ſaved by God 
& the Father, unleſs he conteſs Chriſt ro be God, in 
whom, and by whom the Father promiſes to give Sal- 
vation; as he may ſurely find Salvation in Chriſt God, 
who acknowledges him to be God; ſo he who does 
not acknowledge him to be God, will loſe that Sal- 
vation which no one can find in any other, but Chriſt _ 
«© God.” A little after he has cited {/aiav concerning Im- 
manuel, and argu'd upon it for the Deity of Chriſt, he 
proceeds thus: 2 The fame Prophet ſaith, Strengthen 
&« ye the weak, Hands, and confirm the feeble Knees, ſay to 
« them that are of a fearful Heart, be ſtrong, fear not, Be- 


Hold, your God will come with Vengeance, he will come and 


« ſve us; then the Eyes of the blind ſhall be opened, and | 
the Ears of the deaf ſhall hear, &c. If the Prophet ſaith, 


p. 713. p. 714 
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« theſe Signs ſhall be at the coming of the Lord, which 
« are come to paſs, either let them acknowledge Chriſt to 


&« be the Son of God, at whoſe coming, or by whom thefe 
Signs of healing were performed; or over-come by rhe 


« Truth of the Divinity of Chriſt, and ruſhing into the 
&« other Hereſy, whilſt they are unwilling to confeſs Chriſt 
ce to be the Son of God and God, they will confeſs him 
e to be the Father. For being conſtrained by the Words 
ce of the Prophets they can't deny Chriſt ro be God.” 
After the fame manner he argues 3 Habbacuc: God 
ſhall come from the Weſt, and the Holy one from the 
dark and thick Mountain. I will only add one Place 


out of the 13th Ch. in which are contained the Paſſages 


taken out of the New Teſtament, and the Arguments up- 
on them. „ If none but God can ſee the Secrets of the 
« Heart, Chriſt ſees them; if none but God can forgive 
« Sins, Chriſt forgives them; if no Man can come down 
& from Heaven, Chriſt came down; if no Man can Be 


*« and the Father are one, Chriſt only ſays it out of a 


« Conſciouſneſs of his Divinity; if laftly, the Apoſtle 
* St. Thomas furniſhed with all the Proofs, and Properties 
4 of God, anſweis and ſays to Chriſt, Ay Lord, and my 


« God; if the Apoſtle St. Paul writes in his Epiſtle, Of 


« hom are the Fathers, and of whom as concerning the Fleſh 
« Chriſt came, ho is over all God bleſſed for ever; if the 
« ſame Perſon derives his Apoſtolate not from Men nor 
e by Men, but by Jeſus Chriſt ; if he ſays and contends 


« that he received not the Goſpel from Men, nor by Man, 
but by Jeſus Chriſt ; Chriſt is truly God.” Collate 


what he faith below, Ch. xxx. * 
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n A r MÞ; 
Of the Conſent of the two Dionyſii with the 
| Nicene Fathers, 

 JONTSIUS, Biſhop of Rome, called, whilſt he 

was yet a Presbyter, An eloquent and admirable Man 

by Dionyſius Ale xandrinus, flouriſh'd in the Reign 

of Valerian and Gallienus. Petavins blames nothing in his 
Fragments as Arian, but praiſes him as truly Catholic 
about the Trinity. Nay, Sandius, who has ranſack d all 
Antiquity, to ſerve the Arian Cauſe never fo little, has 
yery prudently paſſed over this Writer both in his Book 
of Eccleſraſtical Writers, and in his Kernel of Church Hiſtory. 
However, we will produce his Suffrage, that our Reader 
who is a Lover of Truth, may be acquainted with ſo emi» 
nent a Witneſs and Defender of the Catholic Fairh. He 
wrote a learned Epiſtle againſt the Sabellians, which 1s loſt, 
but Athanaſius hath preſerved us a pretty long Fo: 
of it, as good as Gold, in which we have the moſt per- 
- tet Confeſſion of the Trinity. For after Dionyſius hath 
refuted the Doctrine of Sabellius, he thus diſputes againſt 
the contrary Hereſy : « I may juſtly ſpcak againſt them 
* alſo, who divide, ſplit, and deſtroy the moſt venerable 
“Doctrine of the Church of God, making the Monar- 
* chy three certain Powers, ſeparate Subſiſtences, and 
e three Deities, For I'm — — that ſome of the Ca- 
& techiſts and Preachers of God's Word teach this Opini- 
* on; Men diametrically oppoſite to the Hereſy of Sa- 
< bellizs. For he blaſphemes in ſaying that the Son is the 


*© Father: They on the other hand, preach up three Gods, 
*© after a ſort, dividing the ſacred One into three Hypo- 


mY 


: Euſeb, E. H. p. 207, p. 231, Vol, 1. Tom. 1. 
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& ſtaſes, alien one from another, and wholly ſeparate, For 
it is neceſſary that the Divine Word be united to the 
“ God of the Univerſe. The Holy Ghoſt alſo muſt 


“ cloſely adhere to and abide in God, And it is alſo ab- 


& ſolutely neceſſary that the ſacred Three be ſummed up, 
cc and gathered together into one, as a certain Centre, that 
«js into the Almighty God of the Univerſe.” Theſe 


Words are fo clear, that there is no need by any Dedu- 
_ Qtion to ſhew, how plainly and fully the Doctrine of the 
Trinity is explained againſt all Hereſy whatſoever. The 


ſame Perſon a little after ſubjoins theſe Words, againſt thoſe 
who ſay that the Son is a Creature: * Nor can one leſs 
ce blame thoſe who think the Son to be a Creature, and 
e are of Opinion that the Lord was made after the man- 
ce ner of other created Things; whereas the Divine Word 


& aſcribes to him a decent and proper Generation, bur not 


ce a Formation or Creation.“ He immediately adds theſe 


Words: © It is no common, but the greateſt Blaſphemy, 


cc after a ſort to ſay, that the Lord was made with Hands.“ 
Laſtly, After a good many Things worthy Reading, he 
thus concludes : * * We ought not therefore either to di- 
ce vide the wonderful Divine Unity into three Deities, 
<« orto mutilate the Dignity and excellent Greatneſs of our 


« Lord, by faying that he is created; but to believe in 


« God the Father Almighty, and in Jeſus Chriſt his Son, 


c and in the Holy Ghoſt, and zo believe that the Word is 


united to the God of the Univerſe. For, ſays he, F 
ce and the Father are one: And, I in the Father, and the Fa- 


c ther in me. So would the Divine Trinity, and the ſa- 


« cred Doctrine of the Monarchy be preſerved.” Who 
could have wrote any Thing better againſt Arianiſin, or 
any other Hereſy concerning the Trinity; even after the 


Nicene Council? But I ſhall fay more of Diomſius Roma- 


nuss Faith, in my Diſcourſe upon Diomſius Alexandrinus. 
2. Diomſius Ale xandrinus, called the Great by * Euſebius, 

Baſil,“ and others, was not only of the fame Name, but 
p. 231. the end of the Page. 2 p. 232, and in the end of the 


Citation. Euſeb. Eccl. Hiſt. lib, 7. ch. 1. p. 204, Baſil. Ep. 
ec. 5 


alſo 


1 
4 
22 


the NIcENE EAI TE. 263 


alſo Contemporary with Dionyſius Romanus, and the Hiſto- 

ry of them both is ſo wove together in the Point before 
us, that it cannot be fully related a- part. The Arians have 
heretofore greatly boaſted of this Perſon, as one of theirs, 
with good Reaſon, if we believe the late Sandius; but 
in Truth, with no Reaſon at all. But farſt let us hear 


what Sandius has wrote concerning him: „He taught, 


&« ſays he, that the Son of God was a Creature, not of the 
c ſame proper natural Subſtance of the Father, but of ano- 
ce ther different and ſtrange Nature; in ſuch a Relation 
% to him, as the Vine has to the Husbandman, or the 
ce Barge to the Ship-Carpenter ; for he ſays of him, as 
<« being a Creature, he was not before he was made.” 
That you may know from whom Sandius learnt his Leſ- 
ſon, he ſoon adds: Huetins ſays that Dionyſus Alexan- 
ce drinus * uttered unworthy and intolerable Things con- 
« cerning the Trinity, namely, that the Son was a Crea- 
« ture of the Father's, made unlike him, and in Subſtance 
ce a Stranger to him, as the Husbandman to the Vine; 
cc and that, as he was a Creature, he was not before he 
« was made; that he ſpoke Words alſo not becoming the 
« Holy Spirit.” Again, he reports him“ To have falſe- 
« ly and abſurdly commented upon the Trinity; and 
ce therefore that his Name- ſake Diony/ins Petavins very juſt- 
cc ly ranks him with thoſe, who before Arius, taught the 
cc fame Doctrines which he did.” At length he con- 


cludes thus: « It was not without Reaſon therefore that 
c they boaſted of Diozy/aus's Conſent, in the Preſence of 


« Athanaſius. Thus Sandins. 

z. But, this notwithſtanding, we are not afraid to aſ- 
ſert, that the Arias not only raſhly and falſely, but very 
imprudently, and to the ruin of their Cauſe appezled to 
Dionyſius ;, nay, we contend, that there is ſcarce any Thing 
in the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory of thoſe Affairs, which were 
done before the Council of Nice, more prejudicial to the 
Arians, than the Hiſtory of this Dionyſius truly related. I 
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will therefore give it you true and ſhort. When the Sa 
bellian Hereſy prevailed more and more daily in Egypt and 
Pentapolis,. 2055 whence it ſprung, Dionyſus Biſhop of 
Alexandria wrote againſt it to Euphranor and Ammonins. 
Whilſt he was ſolicitous very accurately to diſtinguiſh the 
Perſons, he feemed to go into the other extreme; namely, 
not only to have diftinguiſh'd the Divine Perſons, aſcri- 
bing to every one his Properties, but alſo to have divided 
them in Subſtance, and even to have denied the Conſub- 
ſtantiality of the Son. For this he was accuſed to the 


Biſhop of Rome, then Diomſius, for violating the Faith; 


and when a Synod of Biſhops was held at Rowe in that 
Cauſe, being ask'd to declare his Opinion, he wrote an 
Apology to the faid Biſhop of Rome, in which he defend- 
cd himſelf from the Calumnies brought againſt him, ex- 


cellently guarded the Doctrine of the Conſubſtantiality, 
and ſatisfied the Biſhop of Rome in all Points. That thele 


Things were ſo, At: hangſius witneſſeth, who was afterwards 
Biſhop of the ſame Church,' not only in his Account of 
the Synods of Rimini and Selencia, but eſpecially in a 
Book profeſſcdly wrote againſt the Ariaus, who boaſted 
that Dionyſius was formerly of their Opinion. He refutes 
them, ſhews that Dionyſius was Orthodox in all Parts of 
the Catholic Faith, and had clearly explained in his other 
ſucceeding Writings, and in this very Epiſtle to Ammon. 
as and Exphranor, what he had expreſſed ambiguouſly in 


it; but eſpecially in what he wrote to Dionyſſus Romanus, 


conſiſting (as Euſebius and Ferome ſay) of four Books. 


But they that knew nor theſe Things, and had not read 
Athaugſiuss Defence of Piomſius, doubted not, after this, 
to accuſe him of aſhſting the Ariaus. Thus Baſil and Gen- 
nadius of Marſeilles ; although Baſil, * I ſuppoſe being bet- 


ter informed, has mentioned him with Honour, as an Or- 
thodox Man. But Reffinus 3 of Aguileia was deceived in 
thinking, that the Works of Diony/#s were corrupted and 
depraved by the Arias. For Athanaſms pretends no ſuch 
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pro Origene. 


Thing 


Fr , 8 F RRR r 
r LT In moan IO YR NO ROTO Ronan: 
. Y ab dh, | j * 4 6 


3 renner — 
5 F R ve * : S * 8 Wem 
CIR ee —. ꝶmm y TOE ß ug oe ie 
2 N N : 2 1 S 1 1 n bs e 
8 Ken 3 e 3 r By i ol ary _ NE 


eee * N 5 " 

* 7 > IS NN * 

2 187 "A 85 WEE 7% n : 2 Þ N 2 IO"; CHATS rt, 
3 We x FER 2 — r 
1 - £ 8 5 1 7 £ . 


the NICENE FAITI. 264 


Thing in his Defence of him, but ſhews that they re- 
mained entire and whole, as they were written by him; 
and that by them it appeared he was Orthodox. Thus for 
the moſt part Baronius has in ſhort given us the Hiſtory, 
4. In this Hiſtory there are two Things eſpecially obs, 
ſervable 3 (1.) That Diony/ius never wrote what the Penta: 
politans objected againſt 3 namely, That the Son of 
God, as he is properly the Son of God, is a Creature; 


that he always acknowledged him to be Conſubſtantial 
and Homogeneous with the Father, Athanaſius proves 


this firſt, from the Title of the Book, which he wrote 
to Dionyſius Romanus. The Words of Athanaſines are 
theſe : © Firſt of all he inſcribes his Epiſtle Refutatory and 
« Apolopetical ; and what does this mean, but to refure 
< thoſe, who had ſpoken falſely, and apologize for what 


F he had wrote, by ſhewing that he had not wrote ac- 


<« cording to Arizs's Notion, and that though he made 
c mention of what is humanely ſpoken of the Lord, he 


gc knew him to be the Word and Wiſdom of the Father, 


<« and not diviſible from him.” And indeed, if Diomſius 
had ever really thought, as the Pentapolitans objected againſt 
him, the very pious Man would not have inſcribed his 
Anſwer to the Objections A Refutation and Defence, but 
a Confeſſion and a Retratation. For that Diompſius did 
not openly defend the Blaſphemies objected againſt him, 
is plain from the very Apology ; nor if he had done fo, 
could. he ever have cleared himſelf to Dionyſus Romanus, 


who was, as is ſhewn before, a Man peculiarly Catholic 
in the Article of the Trinity, Again, Athanaſizs proves 


the ſame, becauſe Dionyſus complains openly in his Apolo- 
£y that his Adverfaries had not recited his Words honeſt- 


1y, but had curtailed and mangled the ſame, and out of 


them, ſo uſed, had formed the Heretical Propoſitions obs 
jected againſt him. The Words of Athanaſius immediate- 
ly following thoſe afore-cired are expreſs : * * Afterwards 


he accuſes thoſe who ohjected againſt him, as not read- 


ing his Words entire, but cutting them off; and as, not 


5 P. 253. Tom. 1. p. 2. 2 Ibid. 
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. with a good, but an evil Conſcience, ſpeaking what they 
« will; and he likens them to thoſe, who calumniated 
* the Epiſtles of the bleſſed Apoſtles. Such a Complaint | 
of unfair Uſage, plainly frees him from all foul Suſpici- 
ct on.” Laſtly, Athanaſms particularly ſhews, that Dio- 
maus had anſwered to every ſingle Objection againſt him, 
and proved himſelf ro be in all Things Catholic ; and this, 
I fay, Athanaſius clearly ſhews from the expreſs Words of 
Diomyſius cited by him; ſo that I can't but greatly won- 
der at thoſe learned Men and Catholics, who ful continue 
to brand that illuſtrious Ornament of the Church of Alex- 
andria, with the calumnious Charge of Arianiſm. | 
5. To make the Caſe clearer to the Reader, I will here 
Note one or two of the chief Heads objected to Dionyſius. 
The Calumniators complained, that Dionpſius named the Fa- 
ther without the Son, and again the Son without the Fa- 
ther, thence inferring that he disjoined, divided, and made 
a great Diſtance between the Father and the Son. To 
this the good Biſhop thus anſwers in Athanaſius: e Every 
«© one of the Names, ſpoken of by me, is inſeparable and 
ce indiviſible from the other. I faid Father, and before I 
« added Son, I ſignified him by the Father. I added 
« Son, and chough, 1 did not ſay Father before, he was 
ic altogether to be ſuppoſed in the Son. I added Holy 
« Ghoſt ; but TI alſo ſhewed from whom, and by whom 
«© he came. Theſe Men underſtand not that the Father, 
ce as Father, is not alienated from the Son: For it is a prin- 
& cipal Name of Alliance. Nor is the Son removed from 
« the Father: For the Name of Father denotes Commu- 
&« nion. The Holy Ghoſt is between them both, nor 
4 can be disjoined from him that ſent, or him that brought 
& jt. How then can I, who uſe theſe Terms, think that 
ce they are divided, or altogether ſeparated from one ano- 
cc ther? A little after? he comprehends all theſe Things 
in a few Words (according to Athanaſimns) that the indivi- 
{ble and indiminiſhible Trinity is ſummed up in Unity. 


TP. 254. p. 255. 
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6. Beſides this, his Adverſaries objected againſt Diomſius, 
that he taught the Son of God to be of another Subſtance 
from the Father; and that the Father ſtood in ſuch Rela» 
tion to the Son, as.an Husbandman to his Vine, or a Ship» 
Carpenter to his Bays: To which the Holy Man an- 

1GCS3 


{wers thus: Be 
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when I had ſaid that ſome Things 
were to be conſidered as made, and ſome as begotten, I 
tranſiently gave Examples of ſuch as were made, as be- 
ing of ſmall Importance. For I faid, the Vine was not 


in the Husbandman, nor the Barge in the Ship-Carpen- 


* ter. I afterwards dwelt upon thoſe Things that came 


nearer the Point, and diſcourſed more largely concern- 
ing thoſe Things which were more to the purpoſe, and 
invented a Variety of Arguments (as I wrote to you 
in another Epiſtle) in which I ſhewed the Accuſation 
brought againſt me to be falſe, namely, that I denied 
Chriſt ro Conſubſtantial with God. For though, I 
fay, that I had not found this Word, nor read it any 


« where in the Holy Scriptures, yet my following Argu- 


ments, which they have concealed, are not different 
from this Notion. For I inſtanced in the Humane Ge- 
neration as Homogeneous, and univerſally affirmed, that 
Parents were only in this different from their Children, 
that they themſelves are not their own Children. The 
Epiſtle by Reaſon of ſome Circumſtances I can't pro- 
duce (as I told you before) ; I would rather have ſent it 
all than what J have ſent, and I will do it as ſoon I 
can. I know alſo, and remember, that I brought ſeve- 
ral Similitudes from Things of like Nature. For I ſaid, 
that the Plant which riſes from the Seed, or Root, is 
different from that from which it ſprings, and yer alto- 
weg of a like Nature; that the River which flows 

rom the Fountain hath another Form and Name; for 


* as much as the Fountain is not called the River, nor the 


River the Fountain, and that they both exiſt, the Foun- 
tain as the Father, and the River as the Water from ns 
Fountain. Theſe and ſuch like Things they pretene 
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c they don't ſee, are as it were blind to them, and attempt 
« my Ruin by two remote unconnected Words.“ What 
can be clearer than this Defence ? The great Man, in the 
Epiſtle carped at, had endeavoured to illuſtrate the Diſtin- 
Eton betwixt the Father and Son by divers Similitudes, 
againſt the Sabellians. Of which ſome related only to the 
Humane Nature of Chriſt, created by the Father, as thoſe 
of the Husbandman to the Vine, and the Ship-Carpenter 
to the Barge ; others again were fitted to the Divine Na- 
ture of Chriſt, which he received from the Father by eter- 


nal Generation. The Examples of the former kind, as 


leſs proper, he lightly touch'd ; but dwelt long upon the 
latter, as more congruous and fir. Among theſe were ma- 
ny Things, which indeed excellently confirmed the Con- 
ſubſtantialiry (though he confeſſes in the fame place that 
he never uſed the Word), for he inſtanced in the Humane 
Generation, and. ſubjoined theſe Words exprefsly, That 
the Parents are altogether only in this different fram their Chil- 
ren, as they themſelves are not their own Children, In which 
Example both the Communion of Nature betwixt the Fa- 
ther and the Son, and the Diſtinction of Perſons is mani- 
feſtly declared. He had added, that the Plant coming u 
from the Seed, or Root, is different from that from ack 
it ſprings, and yet altogether of the ſame Nature with it; 
and many other Examples of the fame kind. But the So- 
phiſters, concealing theſe Things, took Occaſion to calum- 


niate him from two Words, which they had wrongly 


joined together, and wreſted to a quite different Purpoſe 
from that, Dionyſius intended. But why, you'll fay, did 
Dionpſaus uſe thoſe leſs proper Examples, and ſuch as onl 

quadrated with the Humane Nature of Chriſt 2 Athanaſius 
gives an excellent Anſwer : * „ This is a truly effectual 
« Way to confute the Madneſs of Sabellius, that they 
* who would the molt ſpeedily convince, ſhould not be- 
0 90 with thoſe Things, which demonſtrate the Divini- 


* 


te ty of the Word ; namely, that the Word is the Wit- 
dom, the Power, and the Son of God, and that the Fa- 
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* ther is one with him; leſt they miſ- interpreting what 
is truly ſaid, ſupply themſelves with Matter of endleſs 
« Contention, when they hear: I and the Father are one, 
che that ſceth me, ſceth my Father; but ſhould premiſe 
<« thoſe Things which are ſpoken of Chriſt in his Huma- 
« nity, as Diony/ms did, namely, that he hungred, that 
« he prayed, that he ſuffered. For the more humble 
« thoſe Things are to be ſpoken, the more they ſhew 
te that the Father was not made Man. For it is neceſſary, 
« when he is called, the Lord of the Vineyard, that there 
* ſhould be an Husbandman ; and when one prays, that 
«© there ſhould be one to hear; when, laſtly, there is one 
„ who asks, there ſhould be one to give. Now theſe 
Things much more clearly diſcover the Madneſs of the 
SHabellians, that there is one to pray, another to hear, one 
I cc the Vine, another the Husbandman.“ As for the Ob- 
jection, that he denied the Eternity of the Son, you ſhall 
hear the great Prelate's clear Anſwer to it, Sect. 3. con- 
cerning the Co- eternity. „Since theſe Things are fo, 
« ſome learned Men of theſe Times are feriouſly to be ad- 
% moniſh'd, not to imitate the Manners of the antient Sy- 
“ cophants, nor, concealing the many Catholic Expreſſions 
« in his Writings, to pelt him, (an Holy Man, and one 
« who has deſerved well of the Catholic Church) with 
two disjointed mif-interpreted Words.” 
Y 7. J proceed to the other thing obſervable in the Hiſto- 
I ry of Diomſnus? Namely, That the Doctrine of the Con- 
275 ſubſtantiality, and Co- eternity of the Father and Son was 
tube common received Doctrine in the Chriſtian Churches, 
and that it was eſteemed in the times of Dionyſius, as fixt, 
1 Catholic, and not to b2 contradicted. As ſoon as ſome 
1 wicked Men had ſpread the Calumny againſt Diomſius, 
3 that he denied the Conſubſtantiality, and taught that the 
1 Son was created and made, and that there was a Time, 
when he was not; the whole Chriſtian World was moved 
'Y at if, the Complaint reacht from Eaft to Meſt, an Appeal 
3 was made to the Rowan Biſhop, who had the precedency 
1 among the Biſhops ; a Council was immediately held upon 
: it in the Roma Province, in which the Opinions were 
1 = | 1 
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condemned, which were ſaid to belong to Diony/auw Ale. 
andrinus, and a Synodical Epiſtle was written to him, where- 


in the Fathers ask'd him, whether he had publiſhed ſuch 


Doctrines. This Arhanaſms, * the Defender of Diony/ims, 
openly teſtifies in theſe Words: Now, when certain 
« Perſons accuſed the Biſhop of Alexandria to the Biſhop 
cc of Rome, as having ſaid that the Son was a Creature, and 
cc nor Conſubſtantial with the Father, the Synod at Rome 
« was angry, and the Biſhop of Rome wrote the Opini- 


ec on of them all to his Name-ſake. This produced the 


tc Refutation and Apology by Dionyſus Alexanarinus to 
cc 1 ne, jo which he a0 cleared himſelf to 
cc that prudent and equitable Perſon. Moreover we 
may certainly gather from this Hiſtory (which I have alſo 
_ obſerved elſewhere) that the very Word Conſubſtantial, 


was in publick Uſe among Catholics, was received and ap- 


proved in the Explication of Chriſt's Divinity, in the Days 
of Dionyſus, i. e. at leaſt ſixty Years before the Nicene 
Council. For it was objetted_ againſt Diomſius in Terms, 
that he deny'd the Son to be Conſubſtantial with the Fa- 


ther. To which the good Man anſwered, that indeed 


he had never read that Word in Scripture, but did not up- 
on that Account avoid it (in his Epiſtle to Paulus Samoſa- 
tenus, he expreſsly proves the Uſe of the Word by Fathers, 
more antient than himſelf, as I have ſhewed before) and 
that he had often and very publicly confirmed the Thing 
expreſſed by that Word, both in his other Writings, and 
alſo in that very Epiſtle, from which his Adverſaries had 
taken an Opportunity to calumniate him. 

8. What ſays Sandius * to all this? Hear and admire 
the extreme Ignorance and Impudence of the Man. « The 
« Apology of this Dionyſius, "A he, ſeems to me ſpurious, 
cc and forged by thoſe, who contend that all Controver- 
ic ſies of Faith are to be decided by the Biſhop of Rome, 
ce as ſupreme Judge, * But what Mortal ever ſuſpected 
this beſides himſelf? Perhaps this nice Man in Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Story has ſome Reaſons — this Cenſure, which we rude 
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ignorant Creatures don't yet underſtand. For he public- 


ly profeſſes it to be his Purpoſe, to give us ſome remains 
of Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory out of the way of the ordinari- 


ly learned Man. Well; Let us ſee what he has to pro- 


uce worthy our Notice, contrary to the conſent of all 
ſorts of learned Men. Firſt, then he ſays, Neither Euſe- 


bius nor Jerome have mentioned this Apology, Grant it to 
be true; yer Athanaſius hath taken Notice of it, who well 


knew the Writings of his Predeceſſor in the Chair of 
Alexandria, and he has. ſo done it, as to tranſcribe long 
Paſſages out of it, and boldly oppoſe them to the Arians, 


| when boaſting Diomſiuss Conſent. The great Baſil * alſo 


mentions it, where he cites from it an excellent Teſtimony 
concerning the Holy Ghoſt. But beſides, what he ſays 
of Euſebius and Ferome is entirely falſe, for both of them 
ſpeak of it very plainly. Euſebius enumerating the Epi- 

les and Books written in an Epiſtolary Way againſt Sa- 
bellins by Dionyſus, thus expreſſes himſelf about this Apo- 
logy : He alſo compoſed four other Pieces upon the 


<« {ame Subject, which he inſcribed to his Name-ſake Diony- 


« ſus Romanus. By which Words of Exſebixs are mani- 
feſtly underſtood the Books of Confutation and Apology, 


which Athanaſius cites. All Things agree, the Form, the 
Argument, the Title, and Diviſion of the Books. The 


Form of both was the fame, i. e. Epiſtolary. The Work 
Euſebius mentions was wrote concerning the Sabellian Con- 
troverſy ; the Piece cited by Baſil and Athanaſius, the Re- 
futation and Apology were upon the ſame Subject. The 
one and the other were dedicated ro Diomſius Romanus. 
The Epiſtolary Work in Exſebizs was divided into four Vo- 
lumes ; fo was the Apologetical Epiſtle in Athanaſius. 
Eꝛnſebius teſtifies, that the Epiſtle by him mentioned, con- 
ſiſted of four Parts, and * Athanaſms cites Teſtimonies out 
of the firſt, ſecond, and third by Name. See the Note 
of Yale * upon the place, I have cited from Euſebius. 
And now for Ferome, he alſo expreſsly mentions this Qua- 


De Sp. Sanct. c. 29. = p. 226. Eccl. Hiſt. 3 See Athana- 
ſus's Epiſtle concerning Dionyſiuss Opinions, p. 243. „ 
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dripartite Epiſtle in theſe Words: The four Books to Dios 
ny ſius Biſhop of Rome are alſo his. 

9. Sandins's ſecond Argument is this: © It is is manis 
& feſt from the Chronicle and Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory of 


% Euſebius, that Dionyſius Alexandrinus was very old, and 


cc dead, and that Maximus was conſtituted his Succeſſor, 
&© (Auno 268.) before Diony/ins was made Biſhop of Rome.” 
"This is like our exact Hiſtorian ! All, that are but mean- 
ly skilled in this kind of Learning, know that Ex/ebins has 


been greatly miſtaken in Chronology here. The Cauſe of 
his Error was his not knowing the Years of ſtuss Pons 
tificate, who was Predeceſſor to Diony/ius Romanus. He 


ſays Xyts preſided over that Church eleven Years, where- 
as it is plain he did not govern it three. Thus the moſt 
excellent Yaleſms * writes upon this Ale Error of Euſebia 
#5 : «© Euſebius is here greatly miſtaken. For ſtus did 
& not govern the Church of Rome eleven Years 48 only 
x two Years and eleven Months, as we have it in the 
« Book of the Popes, firſt publiſh'd by Cſpinian. In 
= that Book the Years of the Popes are well digeſted from 
rc Calliſtus to Liberius. Of Xyſins it writes thus: © ſtus 
« two Years, eleven Months, and fix Days. He begun 
cc from the Conſulate of Maximus and Glabrio, and pro- 
© ceeded to that of Tiiſeus and Baſſus, and ſuffered rhe 
« eighth of the Ides of Auguſt. * Cyprian teſtifies the 
ce ſame in his Epiſtle to Succeſſus, who himſelf ſuffered 


ec Martyrdom under the ſame Conſuls, and the Month 


ce following. But Exſebins ſays nothing either in his 
<« Chronicle, or his Hiſtory of the Martyrdom of Mſtus; 
c which I much wonder at, and ſhould more, but that 


ce I know Exſebins was ſomething more negligent in the 

« Weſtern Affairs. Moreover in his Chronicle he writes, 
<« that he ſate eight Years, whereas in his Hiſtory he gives 
him eleven. He ſays Xyſtus was ſucceeded by Diony/ins 


A 
* 


ein the 12th Year of Gallienus; but that Maximus ſuc- 
cc ceeded Dionyſius Alexandrinus in the 11th Year of the 


c fame Reign. Which is very abſurd, ſince it is mani- 


Catalog. Script. Eccleſ. in Dionyſio Alex, p. 138. 3p. 238. 
< fel 
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e felt that Dionyſius Alexandrinus dedicated four Books 


ce againſt Sabellius to Dionyſius Biſhop of Rome, as Euſebi- 


« 5 himſelf ſaith. | | | 

ro. We are now briefly to diſpatch Saudius's third and 
laſt Cavil, viz. This Apology is contrary to the Opinion of 
Dionyſius Alexandrinus, and agrees with the Hereſy of Pau- 
lus Samoſatenus, of which we ſhall treat Book — firſt of 
the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory. But, (I.) how does he prove the 
Contrariety he ſpeaks of? Why, Diomſius taught that the 
Son of God, even as he was properly the Son of God, 
was a Creature, ec. which Doctrines the Author of the 
Apology profeſſedly oppoſes. But this is to take for grant- 
ed what ſhould be proved. For we aſſert that Diomſius 
never taught ſuch things, but that they were forced upon 
the good Man by his Adverſaries, and we prove this Aſ- 
fertion ſolidly from Diomſius's Apology, which from ve- 
ry concluſive Arguments we are ſure is his. The Apo- 
logy contradicts theſe Calumnies, and if it did not, it 
would not deſerve the Title of a Refutationand Apology. 
(2.) Who is not aſtoniſh'd to hear Sandius affirm that — 
Doctrine of the Author of the Apology agrees with the 
Hereſy of Paulus Samoſatenus ? For every where in that 
Apology the Divinity of the Word, or Son of God is 
clearly aſſerted ; this Paulus deny d. Perhaps Sandius would 
have the Author a Sabellian, and then that Sabellius and 
Paulus were of the ſame Opinion in the Article of the Son 


of God, which he eagerly contends for in his Eccleſiaſtical 


Hiſtory. * But, granting the Trifler, that they were the 
ſame, or came to the ſame at laſt, whence, or how will 
he prove that the Author of the Apology agreed with 
Sabellins ? Surely Euſebius, Athanaſius, &c. teſtify, that the 
Apology was chiefly intended againſt Sabellianiſm : Nay, 
Athangſius ſays that in that Work he overthrows Sabelli- 
us; and we cited ſuch Things out of the Athanaſian Frag- 
ments of the Apology, as are diamerrically oppoſite to Sa- 
bellianiſm. Of this kind (to mention no more, leſt x 
tire the Reader with Repetition) is what he ſays, when 


1 p. 114. 
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illuſtrating the Diſtinction of God the Father and the Son, 
by a Similitude taken from Humane Birth, he ſubjoins, 


That the Parents are in this only different from their Children. 


that they are not their own Children. What ſober Man will 
ſay that theſe are the Words of a Sabellian, or even of a 
Samoſatenian ? But it is likely Sandius never read the Atha- 
ſian Fragments of the Apology ; but had heard from others 
that the Conſubſtantiality of the Son was in that Wri- 


ting aſſerted, and therefore inferred the Author was a 


ſtanch Sabellian. The ſober Reader, who has not yet ſeen 
that patcht peice of Sandius s, may wonder perhaps at my 
Conjecture ; but that Author does every where in his 
Book take it for granted, that the Conſubſtantialiſts, as 
he calls them, and + the Sabelliaus agree in their Sentiment. 
Nothing is more falſe however; for I have ſhewed before, 


that no Man can ſay that the Son of God is Conſubſtan- 


tial with the Father, unleſs very abſurdly, and improper- 
ly, who is a Sabellian. So much for Diomſiuss Apology. 

I1. Beſides, the fame Diomſius, being entreated by the 
Antiochian Fathers in the Council upon the Cauſe of Pau- 
lus Samoſatenus, wrote a famous Epiſtle againſt Paulus, 
which is yet extant. In this the Divine Soul, ready to go 
hence unto his God, diſputes altogether Heavenly concern- 
ing the true Divinity of the Son of God. There are 
many things to our Purpoſe, but I will only give you a 
Taſte. * He there calls Chriſt aucreated, and the Creator; 
and below, God by Nature, the Word of the Father, by 
whom the Father made all things, and who 1s faid by all 
the Fathers to be Conſubſtantial with the Father. Aſter- 
wards ? Chriſt is immutable, as being God the Word. And 


+ And is follow'd by our preſent Heretic, as you may ſee in almoſt 
every Page of his Works. : Vide Valeſium de hac Epiſtola He 
demes it to be genuine, but his chief Reaſon is not of much Weight. 
For the Antiochian Fathers affirm that Dionyſius did not write to Paul, 
Bur to the Church of Antioch; now this Epiſtle ſays ke wrote to Paul 
twice; which words may very well be reſirained to his taking no notice 
of him when he wrote to the Council in Seſſion, but not to his never 
writing to him at any other Time. See Euſebius p. 228. Not ro ſay 
that the Words inſiſted upon by Valeſius will not bear his Senſe, Bibl. 
Patrum, Tom. 11. p. 266, 267. 2 p. 288. 


again, 
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again, Chriſt is called by him, God over all, our Refuge. 
Parallel to this in the next Page we read of Chriſt, Feſzs 
Chriſt, who is God over all, the Lord and God of Iſrael. 
Nay, he plainly acknowledges the entire conſubſtantial Tri- 
nity : * Chriſt the Word is of the ſame kind with the Holy 
Ghoſt in the ſhape of a Dove; The Holy Spirit is of the ſame 
hind with the Father. This I obſerve againſt thoſe, who 
think that at leaſt he thought amiſs concerning the Hol 
Spirit. But in the fame Place he hath theſe excellent 
Words concerning the Divinity of the Son and Hol 
Ghoſt : Jeſus the Word before Ages is the God of Iſrael, as 
alſo the Holy Ghoſt. Again, in the ſame peice he ſpeaks 
thus of the Holy Ghoſt: He ſhall not eſcape unpuniſh'd, 
who blaſphemes the benevolent Holy Spirit. For the Spirit is 
God, FF. 5 
12. What ſays Sandius again to theſe Things? He 
33 again hardens his brow, and confidently rejects this Epiſtle 
1 as ſpurious. © There is alſo, ſays he, an Epiſtle goes 
© © about under the name of Diony/ius Alexandrinus againſt 
c Paulus Samoſatenus, but it is ſuppoſitious.” Who can 
bear the Impudence of this Fellow paſſing his decretory 
Sentence upon the Writings of the Holy Fathers, out of 
his own Brain, according to his own Pleaſure, without 
any regard to the Judgment, Credit and Authority of 
all that have gone before him? Exzſebins 3 expreſſly men- 
tions the Epiſtle of Diony/zzs written to the Antiochians 
_ againſt Paulus. Diony/ins of Alexandria, ſays he, being 
'S ce called to the Synod, excuſed his coming upon the ac- 
count of old Age and Weakneſs of Body, and gave 
1 them his Thoughts upon the Queſtion by Letter.“ The 
1 Aztiochias Fathers alſo mention this Letter in their Syno- 
b dical Epiſtle. e We wrote to, and exhorted many of 
the Biſhops at a diſtance to take Care of this peſtilent 
Doctrine, as Diomfius of Alexandria, and Firmilian 
of Cappadocia, of bleſſed Memory, one of which ſent 
<« a Letter to Antiochia, not ſo much as ſaluting the He- 
* reſiarch, or perſonally writing to him, but to the whole 


5 p. 289. 4 p. 284. 3 p. 226. 4p. 228 
"EN. « Dioceſe, 
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% Dioceſe. A Copy of which we have ſubjoined.” Laſt- 
ly, to ſay no more, Ferome * mentions it. There is al- 
ſo a famous Letter of his againſt Paulus Samoſatenus writ- 
ten a few Days before his Death. Here he calls the Let- 
ter famous, becauſe in it the Catholic Doctrine of the Son 
of God was excellently explained and confirmed. Let 
us now weigh the mighty Argument, which is to bear 
down fo great Authority, as Sandius ſuppoſes... “ Eraſ- 
cc mus Brochmandus (a Lutheran Doctor of Divinity, and 
« Profeſſor at Copenhagen) ſays he, rejects this Epiſtle as 
« ſpurious, becauſe in it Chriſt is ſaid to be Conſubſtan- 2 
de tial with the Father, though that Word was not in Ti 
c uſe before the Times of Arius. The Opinion of this 5 
Brochmandus, how great a Man ſoever, is light, in T 
compariſon of the Credit and Authority of the Antiochi« 
an Fathers, Euſebius and Ferome. As for the Argument, 
I have before proved more than once, and evidently, that 
the word Conſubſtantial was in frequent uſe among the Ca- 
tholics long before the Council of Vice, and even before the 
Age of Dionyſins Ale xandrinus. But ſee the extraordinary 
Candor of this Sandius. He here fights with a Weapon, 
which he owned before had no edge, * for ſpeaking of 
Origen's Books upon Fob, he diſcourſes thus: © As for 
<« thoſe, who with Sextus Senenſis, Poſſevin, Bellarmine and 
«© Rivet, don't efteem theſe Tracts and Commentaries to 
© be Origen's, becauſe of the word Homoonſion in them, 
« which is of much later date; we ſhall prove that the 
« word Homoonſion was then uſed in the Times of Ori- 
« gen. This, forſooth, was a foolith Reaſon for not 
owning thoſe Books to be Origen's, which notwithſtand- 
ing, the learned unanimouſly think are not his: But it 
is a ſtrong Argument for rejecting Diompſiuss Epiſtte 
againſt Paulus Samoſarenus, as ſpurious, which all Authors 
antient and modern (one Brochmandus excepted) have un??? 
animouſly believed to be wrote by him. The Caſe is 
this. The Books upon Fob aſcribed to Origen are ſtut 
with Arian Trumpery, and therefore it highly concern: 


3 Catal, Script, : ho De, Script, Eccl, P- 39, 8 
51 | ed 
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ed the Arian Sandins that they ſhould be held genuine: 
But the Epiſtle of Dionyſius againſt Paulus Somoſatenus 
greatly confirms the Conſubſtantiality of the Son, therefore 
right or wrong, it muſt be ſpurious, Here's a ſincere 
and creditable Hiſtorian for you ! Thus we have at laſt 
abundantly proved (if I miſtake not) that the great Man 
Diomſius Alexandrinus did in no wiſe favour that Blaſphe- 
my, which Arius afterwards defended, but both thought 
and wrote Catholicly concerning the Son of God, and the 
Holy Trinity alſo. 


Cr. GRABE's Annotations upon Dionylius 
Alexandrinus, Sect. 5, and 6. 


"HE reverend Dr. Bull cites the Opinion of Dionpſius 
Alexandrinus aſſerting (as Athanaſms ſays) that the 
indivilible and indiminiſhible Trinity is ſummed up into Unity. 
But the entire Words of Diomſius, which have been want- 
ed in all Greek Editions hitherto, the very learned and lauda» 
ble 2ontfaucon hath happily reſtored from the Manuſcripts 


in a late Edition, thus: Thus we extend the indiviſible 
| Unity into a Trinity, and again aue contract the indiminiſhible 


T rinity into Unity. 1fidore Pelyſiota * ſeems to have had 


an Eye to this, when he ſays : That which is the right 


true Doctrine is, that extending the Subſtences into an Holy 
Trinity, we contract them into one Eſſence. In like manner 
in another Place ? after [They are not their own Children} 
add, otherwiſe of neceſſity there would neither be Parents, nor 
Children. For fo it is extant in two Places of this late 
Edition. And a little after inſtead of, and that was of 4 
like Nature, read, was of the ſame Nature with him. As 
is alſo plain from the ſaid Tracts. Moreover, after thoſe 
Words of Dionpſius, Athanaſins preſently adds others out 
of the third Book of the Apology, which alſo very well 
confirm the Conſubſtantialiry of the Son. Life was be- 


Tom. 1. pars pr. p. 255. Iſidorus P. Lib, 2. Ep. 144. 
3 p- 231, Tom. 1, p. 1. and Tom, 1. p. 2. p. 758. p. 255, 
256. h | 
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il gotten of Life, as the River flowed from the Fountain, and 
l clear Light a kindled by Light inextinit. Nor are thoſe : 
if ; Words unworthy our Notice, which are cited afterwards 3 
| diurt of the ſecond Book of the Apology. * «© Now if 
any Sycophant ſhall think, I ſay, God is the Creator and Ma- 
& ker of Chriſt, becauſe I have ſaid that God is the Creator 
ce and Maker of all I hings ; Let him obſerve that I before 
ce called him Father, in which the Son is imply d. For after 
| & [had called him Father, I added, And he is not the Fa- 
[ & ther of thoſe Things, of which he is the Maler,; if we 
| &« underſtand Father ſtrittly for him, 2yho hath begotten (but 
[ % e will enquire hereafter into the Latitude of the word 
in * Father), nor the Maler of that of which he is the Father, 
| & if an Artificer alone be a Maker.” You may find other 
| Places to the ſame purpoſe, p. 256. 
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||| Of the Faith and Opinion f Gregory Thau- 
WINK | | maturgus Eiſbop off Neocæſarea in Pontus. 


i! + 
EW 411.6 
1 


Ir. Theodorus, the Diſciple and the Glory of Origen, 
8 afterwards called Gregory, and by reaſon of his ma- 
ny wonderful Miracles which he wrought, bring- 
ing Men to Chriſtianity, by deeds much more than by 
words, called Magnus and Thaumaturgus, Bilhop of Neo- 
ceſarea, was Contemporary with the Dionyſii of Rome and 
Alexandria, and ſurvived the latter, who was dead before 
the laſt Council of Antioch againſt Paulus Samoſatenus, at 
which Gregory was preſent, as Euſebius ſaith. * He deli- 
vered to Poſterity, a Confeſſion very perfect and accurate 


3 To Bhs Fo 227. | 
concerning 
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concerning the Faith of the conſubſtantial Trinity, con- 
ceived in theſe Words: * There is one God, the Father 
« of the living Word, the ſubſiſting Wiſdom, and Power, and 
ce eternal Character; the = fect begetter of him that is perfect, 
cc the Father of the ouly-begotten Son, one Lord, alone of him 
« opho is alone; God of God; the Impreſs and Image of the 
« Deity, the effective Word. The Wiſdom which compre- 
« hends the Conſtitution of the Univerſe, . and the Power 
« hich made the whole Creation ; true Son of the true Fa. 
& ther ; inviſible of inviſible, incorruptible of incorruptible, 
« immortal of immortal, and eternal of eternal. And one 
&« Holy Spirit, who hath his exiſtence from God, and'who 
«© appeared by the Son, namely, to Mankind. The Image of 
ce the Son, perfect of perfect, the Life, the Author of the 
« Living, the Hoh) Fountain, Holineſs, and the giver of 
ec Sanblification, in hm God the Father is manifeſted; who 
ce 7s over all, and God the Son who is through all. The per- 
« fect Trinity, not divided or alienated in Glory, Eternity and 
“ Kingdom. There is therefore nothing created, nothing ſer- 

vile in the Trinity. Nothing ſuperinduced, that was not 
e before, but came in afterwards. The Father always had 
« 4 Son, and the Son a Spirit: There was always the [ame 


1 e Trinity without change or turn. "KY 037 
3 2. This Confeſſion of Faith, they ſay, was delivered 
7 from Heaven to Gregory by Revelation, one Night, when 


he was intent upon the diſcharge of his paſtoral Care, 
9 was conſidering upon a Method of preaching the true 
„„ Faith to the People, and revolv'd in his Mind the vari- 


— ous controverted Queſtions about the Holy Trinity. Nor 
- = ſhould it ſeem incredible to any one, that ſuch a Thin 
; = ſhould happen to a Man, whom all the Eccleſiaſtical Wri- 
- ters thar have mentioned him (and almoſt all have) with 
1 | one Voice have atteſted to be illuſtrious for Revelations 
e and Miracles. But, however that be, it is certain, this 
t | Form of Catholic Confeſſion concerning the Trinity did 
- = really come from him. For not only Rufſinus has at- 
e 3 ; 


Opera Gregorii Thauma“. p. 1. Ed. Par, 1622, H. Eccl. 
Lid. , Cap, 25 | | 
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tributed it to him; but alſo his Name-ſake Gregory Ny/+ 


ſen, * who had a perfect knowledge of his Deeds and 
Nay, that ex- 


his Writings, and alſo wrote his Life. 
traordinary Perſon ſo relates the Matter, that an honeſt 
Man can't doubt of it. For when he is going to recite 
the Confeſſion, he premiſes : By 2yvhich (Confeſſion) that 
People is to this Day inſtructed, and remains unaffetted by all 


heretical Pravity. It was fo certain that the Confeſhon of 


Faith came from Gregory T haumaturgus, that all the Peo- 
le of Neoceſarea, whoſe Biſhop and immortal Honour 
e was, embraced it as undoubtedly the genuine Confeſſi- 


on of Gregory, and were wont to be inſtructed by it from 


the Memory of the Fathers, down to the times of Ny/+ 


| ſen; and thence it came to paſs, that, when the whole World 


became Aria, the Church of Neoceſarea preſerved it ſelf 
free from that Hereſy. After Nyſen had recited that Con- 
feſhon, he ſubjoins, Fhoſoever bas a mind to be ſatisfied 
of this, let him hear the Church, in which he preached the 
Mord, with whom the very Writing of that Bleſſed Hand is 
preſerved to this Day. He appeals to the original of T hau- 
maturgus —— kept by the Næocæſareaus down to 
his own Age. Indeed I know not what can be expect- 
ed more to confirm ſuch a Tradition. Further Baſil 
* the great, his Brother, ſeems to me to give his Suffrage 
to the Teſtimony of Gregory Nyſſen, who teſtifies to the 
Neocæſareans, that he had learnt the very Words of Gre- 


Lory Thau maturgus from his Grandmother in his tender 


Age, as that, by which he would be 1ightly inſtructed 
in the Faith of 2 Holy Trinity. His Words are theſe: 
«« What more evident Demonſtration can there be of our 
« Faith than that in which we were brought up by our 
« Grandmother, a bleſſed Woman, who was one of you, 
I mean the famous Macrina; by whom we were taught 
<« the very Words of the bleſſed Gregory, which She had 
< ſafely treaſured up by the help of her Memory, and 
cc us being Infants ſhe form'd and faſhion'd with theſe Prin- 


In vita Greg. Thaumat. Oper. Tom, 2. p. 878, . Tom. 


3. P. 131. Ed. Pariſ. 1638. 
« ciples 
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& ciples of Godlineſs.** Here I'm altogether of Opinion, 
that the Confeſſion of Thaumaturgus is meant. For Bas : 


fil expreſsly teſtifies, that his Grandmother Macrina, a Neo- 


ceſarean, taught him, in his Infancy, the Confeſſion of 
Faith verbatim, which Gregory had delivered to them con- 
cerning the Holy Trinity (tor of that Bai is there treat- 
ing). Attend Reader: Nyſſes ſays, that the Neoceſareans 
were wont to be inſtructed by the Confeſſion of Thauma- 
turgus, from the Memory of the Fathers to his time. 
Baſil ſays, that he learnt the right Faith of the Trinity in 
Gregory's own Words, from his Grandmother (when he 
and his Parents lived with her at Neoceſarea in Pontus) in 


his render Age before the Council of Nice. Who would 


not think that they both ſpeak of the ſame Confeſſion ? 
Yea, the ſame Baſil affirms, that Gregory's Reputation 
was ſo great with the Neoceſareans, in his time, that they 
would not admit either Doctrine or Ritual, which t 

had not by Tradition from him. The Words of Bal are 
theſe : The People of the Country greatly admire him 
« ſtill, His Memory is eſtabliſh'd in the Churches, freſh 
* and new, and never to be obſcured. Therefore they 
ce have not admitted any Cuſtom, or Word, or Form of 
te the ſacred Myſteries into the Church, beſides what he 
ce left them.” If the Church of Neoceſarea would admit 
no Word, bur what he left them, much leſs any Creed or 
Confeſſion of Faith which they had not received from 
him. And yet it is very certain, that in Baſl's time the 
Confeſſion of Faith, of which I am ſpeaking, was received 
in that Church, and that too, as Gregory's. To this add, 
that this Confeſſion was delivered, as the undoubted ge- 
nuine Confeſſion of Thaumaturgis, by all the Fathers in 
the fifth general Council. Laſtly, The Confeſſion it ſelf 
ſpeaks its own Age, as being manifeſtly oppoſite to thoſe 
Hereſies, which at that time gave the Church the greateſt 
Diſturbance. Two Hereſies did then eſpecially prevail, as 
is plain from the Epiſtle of Dionyſius Romanus in Athanaſs- 
#5 ; That of Sabellius, which determined that the Father, 


* Op, Tom. 2. p. 360. 
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Son, and Holy Ghoſt were in Name only, not in Perſon 
different: The other diametrically oppoſite to Sabellianiſm, 
reaching thar the Holy Trinity 1s divided into three ſepa- 
rate Subſiſtences, different from and foreign to each other, 
and affirming the Son and Spirit to be Creatures, and not 
always exiſtent with God. At the former Hereſy thoſe 
Words in the beginning are plainly levelled: Father of the 

living Word, of the ſubſiſting Wiſdom ; and thoſe, True Son 
of true Father. (For Sabellius neither owned a true Father, 

nor a true Son, but both Nominal). And laſtly, thoſe of 
the Holy Spirit exiſting from God. Amongſt others, 
theſe Words ſtrike at the other Hereſy : Perfect Trinity, 
not divided, or alienated in Glory, Eternity, or Kingdom. And 
thoſe which follow : There is then nothing created or ſervile 
in the Trinity, &c. In ſhort, let the ſtudious Reader com- 
pare the Profeſſion of Dionyſius Romanus concerning the 
Trinity, with this of Gregory his Contemporary, and he 
will find a wonderful Harmony between them. 

3. What ſays Sazdins to all this? I ſay nothing more of 
the Confeſſion of Faith, than that Euſebius, Jerome, and So- 
3 never ſpeak of it. As though Euſebius and Jerome 

ad mentioned all the Writings and Actions of all the An- 
tients. Indeed Euſebius in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, why 
I know not (nor am I willing to think as Anaſtaſius Bi- 
bl. * does, that it was with an ill Deſign) has not faid 
one Word in praiſe of T haumaturgus, or Ris Miracles, ce- 
lebrated throughout the World. Perhaps he had ſpoken 
largely of him in ſome Work that is loſt ; and indeed in 
his Apology for Origen, he mentions Gregory Thaumatur- 
gus, his Scholar, wy inſerts into that Work his Panegyrical 
Oration in praiſe of Origen. Ferome has almoſt trod in 
the very Steps of Euſebius, and Sophronius is only Ferome's 
Interpreter. I wonder what Philipp. Labbe thought of, 
Yu he wrote theſe Words in his Diſſertation upon the 

ccleſiaſtical Writers. * It is certain, ſays he, as St. 
Gregory Nyſſen atteſts in his Life of Thaumaturgus, that 


De Script. Eccl. p. 19. 2 Ad An. Chriſti 246. 2 Socrates, 
P. 200. Labbe de Scriptor. Eccl. Val. 1. p. 373. 
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ec the Mother of God and St. John appeared, and that ſhe 


©. commanded St. John to give him the Expoſition of the 


c Catholic Faith. But whether that be it which Du 
ce has publiſh'd, Bellarmine with good Reafon doubts, and 
& Petavins denies. For Bellarmine never doubted whe- 
ther the Yoſſian Confeſſion was Gregory's, nay, he made 
ſure of it, as any one, who will conſult him, may ſee. 
Concerning the longer Expoſition. of the Faith, as it is 
particularly called, publiſh'd by the ſame Yoſſies, Bellarmine 
doubts, and juſtly indeed. It is alſo falſe that Petavius de- 


nies the Yoſſian Conſeſſion to be Gregory's ; yea, he cites 


it * as Gregory's, and expreſsly calls it An illuſtrious Monu- 
ment of the E:clefraſtical and Catholic Profeſſion of Faith. But 
indeed, when he alſo ſpeaks of the longer Expoſition, 
(which Labbe here conſounds with the Gregorian Confeſ- 
ſion, the ſhorter) he denies, * and for weighty Reaſons, 
that it is Gregory's. As for what he ſays, that it is juſt] 

to be doubted, whether the Confeſſion of Faith, which 
Gregory Nyſſen attributes to Gregory T haumaturgus, be the 
Voſſian, who is not amazed? For the Veſſian anſwers to a 
Word to Gregory Nyſſen's. If Labbe had caught any of 
the Heterodox Critics (as he calls them) in fo foul an 
Error, how would he have inſulted him according to 


Cuſtom. 


4. Beſides, there is now extant among Gregory's Works 
publiſh'd by Voſſius, a Panegyrical Oration upon Origen, 
which, by the conſent of all Men, and the Confeſſion of 
Sanclius himſelf, is the genuine Work of that great Man. 


In that Oration after he hath ſaid, that God the Father 


cannot worthily be praiſed by any Creature, he ſubjoins 
theſe magnificent Words concerning the Son: 3 «© Bur 
“let us commit Hymns and Praiſes to the King and 
« Creator of the Univerſe, the ſufficient Fountain of all 
„good Things, to him who herein heals our Infirmities, 


and is alone able to ſupply our Detect, to the Prince 


and Saviour of our Souls, to his firſt begotten Word, 


1 Pref. in Tom. * . . 2 De Trin. lib. 1. c. 4. n. 10+ 
... | | 
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d the Creator and Governour of all Things; ſince he 
cc alone can ſend up to the Father perpetual and inceſſant 
4 Thankſgivings for himſelf, and for us all, particularly 


cc and univerſally. For he being the Truth, the Wiſdom 
« and Power of the Father of all Things, furthermore, 


« being in him, and naturally united to him, it is not 
ac poſſible that out of Forgetfulneſs or Imprudence, or 
& any Infirmity, like one who is remote from him, he 
* 


ſhould either not reach the Power of Powers in his 

cc Praiſes | or though he can, ſhould voluntarily (which is 
« to fulfil all that Dignity of Praiſes which belong to 
« him; he whom the Father of all Things having united 
& ro himſelf, he himſelf only not containing himſelf in 
« him, hath in a certain manner honoured with an every 
« way equal Power to that of his own, and is honoured 
4e 15 him] which he the firſt and only one of all Beings 
ath obtained, he the Only-begotten, God the Word 

« in him.” A little after in the ſame place he calls the 
Son; “ The moſt perfect, the living, the animate Word 
44 of him, the firſt Mind.” How many Elogies upon 
the Son of God are heap'd up in theſe Words, which ex- 
cellently declare his Divinity ? He calls the Son of God 
the Prince of our Souls, the firſt-begotten Word of God, 
Maker and Governour of all Things, the Truth, Wiſdom 
and Power of the Father, who is in the Father, and really 
united to him, in whom there can't be Oblivion, Impru- 
dence, or Infirmity, who 1s in no wiſe alien from the 
Father, who by his Power can reach the Father's Power, 
whom God the Father hath made one with himſelf, and 
by whom he hath circumſcribed his own infinite Majeſty 
(juſt as before we found the old Author in Irenexs expreſ- 
ſing himſelf, that the immenſe Father is meaſured in the 
Son) who is endowed with Power really equal to his Fa- 


cc not to be _— omit it. He only is able perfectly 


thers, who, laſtly, ſubſiſts in God being God the Word, 


the moſt perfect Word, born of the firſt and eternal Mind. 
Is there any of the Arias Tribe who can ſay theſe Things 
ſincerely, and from their Heart, concerning the Son of 
God? Nor ſhould it offend any one that T haumaturgus 


ayy 
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fays the Son honours and praiſes his Father; for he alſo 
ſays, that the Father has honoured the Son, communica» 
ting to him his Power, every way equal to his own. The 
Son honours and praiſes the Farher as the Author and Prin- 


ciple of him; the Father embraces, and in ſome ſort ho- 


nours the Son, as his lively and moſt perfect Image and 
Off. ſpring. Upon which Account the Catholics, after 
the Nicene Synod, have often ſpoke in the ſame manner of 
the Son of God. Although Gregory ſeems in this place 
to ſpeak with an Eye to the Oeconomy of the Son, as he 
is Mediator, and offers up the Prayers and Praiſes of the 
faithful, rendering them acceptable to God the Father by 
his Interceſſion. Nay, he expreſsly ſpeaks of the Son as 


| healing our Infirmities in this Matter. He ſhews that the 


Son 1s abſolutely ſufficient for this mediatorial Office, as 
being with reſpect to his better Nature, one altogether 
with the Father, and every way equal to him in Power. 

J. Laſth, If there was no written Monument of Gre- 
gory's Faith at this Day, the great Bg alone would be 
ample Evidence that his Judgment in the Article of the 


Holy Trinity was ſound, ſincere and catholic. Bail, for- 


ſooth, as often as his heretical A dverſaries controverted the 
Faith of the Trinity, almoſt ſo often appealed to the Tra- 


dition of Gregory T haumaturgus, and profeſſed that he from 


a Boy had held the ſame Opinion concerning the Trinity, 
as that admirable Man taught. Thus in the 75th Epiſtle 
to the Neoceſareans, he boaſts (as I have ſhewed before) 
that he had learnt the Orthodox Faith of the Trinity, in 
his Childhood, from the Words of Thaumaturgus which 
were taught him by his Grandmother Macrina. He alſo 
clearly teſtifies in his 79th Epiſtle to Ewſtarhins, * that he 
had never changed that Faith, which he had received from 
Macrina : Thele are his Words: © For though many other 


'«« Matters ought to be lamented by us, yet in this we 


« think we dare boaſt in the Lord, that we have never had 
c erroneous Opinions of God, nor having thought other- 
« wiſe, have learnt better afterwards: But the ſame Notion 


Tom. 3. p. 141. 


« of 
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« of God, which we from our Childhood read, from our 


ce Mother, and Grandmother Macrina, we have held and 
« improved in our ſelves”. Therefore if Bæil thought 
catholicly and piouſly of the Trinity (which no Body 
doubts) Gregory was alſo Catholic in that Article, as Ba 
witneſſeth. The ſame Bal defends that Form of Doxo- 
logy by the Authority of Gregory, in which the Holy 


Trinity was glorified in the Churches under his Govern= 


ment, and which the Heretics ſo greatly hated. There 
after he had deſervedly praiſed the great Man, he adds to 
the purpoſe : © The Doxology of Gregory, and the form 

* of Doxology now ſpoken againſt is the one, being ob- 
<« ſerved by the Church (of Neocæſarea, which he almoſt 
cc planted) from his Tradition. It was with good Rea- 
ſon therefore that Anaſtaſius Bibl. in his Hiſtory, pro- 
nounced this Gregory eſpecially to be far removed from the 
Dotage of Arius, relying upon Baſis Teſtimony. 


* 


6. Since theſe things are ſo, I cannot enough wonder 


at thoſe learned Men, who durſt accuſe this very fgreat 


Doctor of the Church, of Arianiſin, and pretend Baſil's Au- 
_ thority for what they did. Petavius ſays, ? Baſil in his 64th 
Epiſtle charged him with two Errors, not more contrary 


to Truth than to one another: The one Sabellianiſm, that 


the Father and Son differed not in Hypoſtaſis, but in our Con- 
ception only; the other Arianiſm, that Chriſt was a Creature. 
Petavius endeavours to prove Gregory right in the former, 
but as to the latter, thinks him an Arian. * Huetins alſo, 
truſting too much, I ſuppoſe, to Petaviuss Candour and 
Judgment, writes, that Gregory Thaumaturgus was chaſtiſed 
by Baſil, for preaching openly that the Son Was created. A lit- 
tle after he is not afraid to ſay, that the admired Man 


followed the wild Tenets of Arius. Sandins 5 the Arian 


relying very much upon the Authority of theſe very learn- 
ed Men, glories greatly in him, that the great Honour 


and Ornament of the Chriſtian Church was of Ariuss 


Mind. But if we weigh the Works of Ball a little more 


1 Ad Amphiloch. de Sp. Sanct. c. 29. 2 Ad An. Ch. 246. 3 De 


Trin. lib. 1. c. 4. §. 10. + Origenian, p. 36. 5 Sand. Enucl. H. 
Pb. 1. p. 111. 7 


attentively . 
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attentively, from whom the matter of this Accuſation was 
raken, it will immediately appear, that though Gregory has 
been calumniated with Ariauiſm, it was none of Babs 
fault. Bajil then in the 64th * Epiſtle to the Neoceſarians, 
| after he had faid that the Spreaders of Sabellianiſin amongſt 
them, with whom he. was in Controverſy, had publiſhed. 
their Trifles, and had mentioned an Epiſtle of theirs to 
Aeletius, immediately animadverts upon another Epiſtle of 
theirs to Authimus a Biſhop, in which they pretended to 
have the great Gregory's Authority for their dotage. Theſe 
are Baſil's Words: “ They made alſo an Experiment upon 
ce our dear Brother Authimus Biſhop of Thana by a Letter, 
« pretending Gregory had ſaid in his Expoſition of the Faith, 
cc that the Father and Son were in Notion two, but in 
« Hypoſtaſis one. But, bleſſing themſelves in their own 
ce ſubtilty of Soul they could not perceive, that this was 
c not ſaid in a dogmatical, bur a diſputatious Way, in his 
“ Diſpute with Oclian : In which the Copiers have err'd 
«© many times, as I ſhall ſhew from the Words themſelves, 
God willing. Beſides, perſuading a Heathen, he did nat 
ce think there was occaſion for Exactneſs in Words, but 
that it might be proper ſometimes to give in to his Hu- 
<« mour, that ſo he might be more pliable upon a critical 
« Junture, Upon which account you may find many 
« Words there, which are now of mighty Uſe to the He- 
ct retics ; as the word Creature, &c: Unlearned Perſons 
ce alſo wreſt many Things ſpoken of the Incarnation, to 
« the Divinity. Such is this Calumny that they carry 
« about”. In theſe Words Baſil informs us, that the Sa. 
bellians underſtood thar paſſage in the Expoſition, namely, 
That the Father and Son were indeed in Notion thvo, but in 
Hypoſtafis only one, as the Doctrine of Gregory, not as a Sup- 
poſition he made uſe of in diſputing with his Adverſaries: 
And for that Reaſon ridicules their ſhort ſight, who could 
not perceive what was before them. Ball then does not 
ſay it was Gregory's Opinion, that the Father and Son dif- 
tered only in Notion; but he ſays the very contrary. Thus 


Tom, 3. p. 101. 
Petavius 
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Petavins loſes his labour, whilſt, with I dot't know what” 
Niceties, he endeavours to prove that Saying Orthodox and 


Catholic, and laſhes Ba# as undeſervedly cenſuring what 
Gregory had faid. For Gregory never wrote it as his own 


Sentiment, nor did Baſil ever charge him with that ſtupid _ 


Hereſy. Moreover Bai ſays, that the Heretics publiſhed 
falſe Copies of this Work, in which many things were 
wrong tranſcribed ; and promiſes that he himſelf will evi- 


dently diſcover thoſe Errors. The Words [in which there 


are many errors of the Tranſcribers] evidently ſignify this. 
To this, I ſuppoſe, we may refer what Enagrius notes, 
that the Heretics had obtruded their dotage upon the 
World, under the Names of the great Gregory, &c. Laſtly, 
Baſil confeſſes, that in thoſe parts which are really Gregory's, 
he hath uſed many Words, from whence the Arians have 
endeavoured to ſupport their heretical Tenets, as not being 
ſolicitous about Exactneſs in Expreſſion, whilſt he was giving 
a rough draught of Chriſtianity to a Gentile, Bur did the 
Heretics make Uſe of him juſtly ? Baſil fays not. For he 
preſently adds, that they unskilfully Alles thoſe things 
to the Divinity of Chriſt, which Gregory had ſpoken with 
an Eye to his humane Nature. Now to this Head he ex- 
preſſly refers the x7i7ua and Timpe, which make ſuch a 
noiſe among the Sophiſters. Baſil then does not fay, what 
Petavins would have him, that Gregory either thought, or 
wrote, that the Son of God, as properly the Son of God, 
is a Creature, or made; but ſignifies the quite contrary. 

7. What need many Words? Baſil is here ſo far from 
granting that the Anti-trinitarian Heretics of any Kind had 
juſtly pretended the patronage of Gregory to their Tenets, 
that he boldly, and in an eſpecial manner appeals to his 
Judgment upon the 1 next to the Scriptures, in this 
very Epiſtle. Theſe are 


« and Evangelical Doctrines, contrary to the Tradition of 
cc the truly great Gregory, and his Succeſſors down to Bleſ- 
&« ſed Maſonius, whole Sermons are, as it were, yet in our 


3 P. 366. 2p. 99. 


ge Ears”, 


is Words: * C You meditate 
e the Perverſion of the Faith, contrary to the Apoſtolical 
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te Fars”.. The Caſe is this. Gregory thought and wrote 


e rightly and Catholicly concerning the Divine 


Perſons; but the Neoceſarean Heretics either adulterated, or 


perverſly explained his Words, by whoſe Authority they 
were chiefly preſſed. Hence Baſil in the end of the ſore- 
going Epiſtle thus ſpeaks to them, not without great Com- 
motion of Mind: *“ Silence the Novelties about the Faith, 
« deſpiſe not the Hypoſtaſis, deny not the Name of Chriſt, 
« don't perverſly interpret Gregory's Words; but, if you. 
ce will, whilſt I breath and can ſpeak, it is impoſſible for 


ce me to be ſilent in ſo great a Deſtruction of Soul. Thus 


have we redeemed the moſt excellent Chriſtian Doctor 
ſince the Apoſtles, Gregor of Neocæſarea out of the Hands 


of the Ariaus, where he was detained captive by ſome 


learned Men, and reſtored him to the Catholic Church. 


Dr. GR ABE's Annotations upon Sect. 4. con- 
cerning Gregory's Confeſſion of Faith. 


E Uſebins has made honourable mention of Gregory in 
three places of his Hiſtory. Thus he ſays of Orier's 
Scholars: Of whom we knew the moſt famous, Theo- 
e dorus, who was alſo called Gregory, a celebrated Biſhop 
<« in our time, and his Brother Athenodorus. Again, he 
reckons him among the chief Biſhops of that Age, but 
names no Books, or Works of his. But Ruffinus, to 
ſupply this Defe& has named them in the laſt place, Book, 
7. Ch. 26. according to his Diviſion, where we read thus: 
<c But ſince the Text of the Hiſtory hath made mention of 
c the bleſſed Gregory, I think it very fit to inſert into this 
e Narration for the Memory of Poſterity, the Deeds of 
« this great Man, ſo celebrated in the Eaſt and Worth, 
e though by what chance I know not, omitted . Then 
after relating ſome of his Miracles, he gives us the follow- 
ing Account of his Works. He has alfo left us in a ſmall 
«« Compaſs the greateſt Monuments of his Wit, He has 
« wrote a very magnificent Interpretation of Eccleſiaſtes, 


p. 187. 2 p. 214, 227. 
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« and a ſhort Expoſition of the Catholic Faith, which 


« for the Edification of the Church J have thought fit to 
„give you by way of Appendix”, Hereupon follows 


Gregory's Confeſſion as you had it above. 


S e e eee S eee eee 
nr, tt, 


The Opinion of the fix Biſhops of the Council 
of Antioch, who wrote to Paulus Samoſate- 
nus concerning the Conſubſtantiality of the 
Son, in which is ſhewn alſo that the Opinion 
of Pierius, Pamphilus, Lucian and Metho- 
dius, Mar:yrs, were Catholic, and exatily 
agreeing with the Nicene Creed. 


—\ HE Hereſy of Paulus Samoſatenus, who denied 
the Divinity, of our Lord, roſe in the Days of 


I Gregorius Thaumaturgns, againſt whom the Ca- 
tholic Biſhops oſten met at Antioch. Of theſe Biſhops fix 
of the Chief (whoſe Names were Hymenens, I heophilus, 
Philotecuus, Maximus, Proclus, Bolanus) wrote to the ſaid 
Paulus a remarkable Epiſtle, which is now extant, * before 


he was Excommunicated by the Anathema of the laſt and 


moſt frequented Meeting. In this Epiſtle, the Holy -Fa- 


thers expreſſly teach, that the Son of God is God in his 


very Eſſence and Subſtance. For after that they had pro- 
feſſed to deliver the Faith, which they had received 5 
the beginning, and held, being delivered and preſerved in 
the Catholic Church to this Day by Succeſſion from the 
Apoſtles, who faw Chriſt with their own Eyes, and were 
made Miniſters of the Word, which was preach'd alſo out 


of the Law, the Prophets, and the New Teſtament ; after 
they have premiſed this Profeſſion, they preſently aſſert 


Tom. 11, Bibl. Patrum, 


18. «& 
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this to be the true and Apoſtolical Faith concerning Chriſt: 
That he is the Wiſdom, the Word, and the Power of God, ex- 
iſting before Ages, not in Foreknowleage, but in Eſſence and 
Subſiſtence, God and the Son of God, Nevertheleſs Peravins 
: ſuffers not theſe Biſhops to eſcape him without the note 
of Heterodoxy, though they (as we faid) were the chief 
of the great Council of Antioch, and probably wrote the 
Epiſtle with the privity of the whole Synod. For thus 
the Jeſuit writes concerning them: . Moreover thoſe fix 
ec Biſhops, who wrote the Epiſtle to Paulus Samoſatenus, 
e before he was cenſured, propoſe certain Things concern- 
* ing the Son, in it, ſomething diſſonant from the Catho- 
ce lic Rule of Faith: As when they ſay, that the Son ful- 
ce filled the Father's Will in creating the World, and that 
c the Father commanded him to do it. Whence they 
ec confirm it, that the Son is different from the Father; 
cc becauſe it is neceſſary he that commands ſhould have 
<« ſome one to command. They add, that he fulfilling the 
ce Father's Will appeared to the Patriarchs, and upon that 
« account had the name of the Angel.” Saudius catches 
greedily at this Cenſure of Petavius s, that he may ſtuff his 
Pages with theſe great Names, as Advocates for Arianiſm. 
But though Peravius, or any other Perſon, ſhould produce 
a thouſand ſuch places, they would never perſuade me that 
thoſe Biſhops were of Ariuss Mind. For I know, that all 
thoſe Paſſages, either referred to the Subordination of the 
Son to the Father, as his Principle and Author; or to the 
Oeconomy, which the Son took upon him immediately 
after the Fall (as the laſt ought to be referred) admit a ſound 
Catholic Senſe, and agree with the Rule of Faith explained 
by the Nirene Fathers; although perhaps ſomething diffe- 
rent from the Scholaſtic Theology * (which Petævius admires 
In lib. 1. de Trin. c. 4. n. 9. Enucl. Hiſt. lib. 1. p. 123, 
124. * Dy. Clark, gc. frequently apply to their Readers upon this 
Hetd, and though they are by no means able to ſhew the Doctrine of 
their Adverſaries to be at nll different from the beſt Writings of Primi- 
tive Antiquity, brand it with the invidious Name of Scholaſtic Theology: 
An Honour thoſe barbarous and ſubtile Men have little deſerved ; to 
— fot upon the level with the inimitable Simplicity of the moſt early 
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too much in theſe Myſteries). But as to theſe ſix Biſhops 
I will ſhew hereafter by a famous Paſſage of their Epiſtle, 
that they thought the Son by Nature equal to the Father 
in all Things. In the mean time let us paſs on to the other 
Doctors of the Church. | | 

2. Pierius, a Presbyter of the Church of Alexandria, Ma- 
ſter to Pamphilus the Martyr, fAlourith'd under Clarus and 
Diocletian, at the ſame time that T heonas governed that 
Church (according to Jerome ). He was ſo voluminous, 
and ſo elegant an Author, that (as the ſame Jerome ſays) 
he was called the younger Origen. He was a Man of won- 


derful Auſterity, and an Affecter of voluntary Poverty. 


It is alſo ſaid (according to Photius ), that he ſuffered 
Martyrdom with his Brother Jſidore. All his Writings 


are loſt. But we learn from Photius, who had read his 


Volume of twelve Books, that he was a truly Catholic 
Writer in the Article concerning the Divinity of the Son 


of God. For thus he writes: &“ He ſays many Things in 
an antique Way, perhaps, otherways than the preſent 


« Cuſtom of the Church is: But he treats piouſly con- 
<« cerning the Father, and the Son, except that he calls 
« them two sii and two eu , uſing the Words dies 
« and @vowr, not as the Arians do, but, as is plain from 
ce the Context, for <zzovs or Subſiſtences. What Pie- 
ris wrote concerning the Son of God muſt be truly Ca- 


tholic indeed to gain Photius s Suffrage, that it was pious, | 


and not Arian; Photiuss, J ſay, that rigid and ſevere Cen- 
for of the Antients, and who uſually brought their moſt 


innocent Sayings under the Suſpicion of Arianiſm. Be- 
. ſides, when Photins ſays, that Pierius & delivered many 
Things in the antient manner, and different from the pre- 


ſent Uſage of the Church; and immediately adds, that 
the ſame Pierius believed piouſly concerning the Son of 
God, he manifeſtly ſhews that Pierius's Doctrine concern- 
ing the Son of God did perfectly agree with the Theolo- 
BY) at that time deemed Catholic. Now all Perſons, who 


now any Thing in Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, know how far 


* Catal. Script. Eccleſ. c. 879, 2 Cod, 119. : 


from 
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from Arianiſm the Doctrine of the Greek Church, concern- 
ing the Son of God, was in the Age of Photius. As to 
what Photius ſays in the ſame place, namely, that Pierius 
did not teach piouſly concerning the Holy Spirit, but 
made it inferior to the Father and Son, it is eaſily defended 
from the Suſpicion of Hereſy. For the Holy Spirit is leſs 
than the Father and the Son in the ſame reſpect, in which 
the Son is leſs than the Father, i. e. with reſpect to his Ori- 
gen. The Son is originated from the Father alone, the 
Holy Ghoſt from the Father and the Son according to the 
Weſtern, from the Father by the Son according to the 
Eaſtern Church. I'm perſuaded really that this was all 
that Pierius intended. Hence it is plain, how falſely and 
impudently, but according to Cuſtom, Sandius wrote, 
that Pierius taught (according to Photius) that the Father 
and Son ere two Natures or Eſſences ; the Words Natures 
and Eſſences being underſtood in Contradiſtinction to Per- 
ſons. Photins does nor ſay this, but the direct contrary ; 
namely, that Pierius believed piouſly of the Father and 
Son; and that where he ſaid the Father and the Son were 
two d,, it was plain from the Context that he uſed the 
Word si,, for Hypoſtaſes, and therefore only meant 
that the Father and Son are two Perſons ; a Catholic Do- 
ctrine, as I ſuppoſe, all Catholics will freely confeſs. But 
to proceed from the Maſter to the Scholar.: 
3. St. Pamphilus, a Hearer of Pierius, a Presbyter of the 
Church of Cæſarea in Paleſtine, a famous Man, who ſuf- 
fered Martyrdom in Maximin's Perſecution, being impri- 
ſoned with Euſebius, wrote a little before his Death, an 
Apology for Origen in five Books, ro which Euſebius after 
his Death added a ſixth. The firlt of Pamphilus's five 
is now extant among the Works of Ferome, being tran- 
ſlated into Latin by - Raffinus, and publiſh'd by Marianus 
Victorius. That this is truly the Martyr's, may eaſily be 
proved againſt Ferome's ſeveral contradictory Brangles 
about it. For it is plainly falſe, which Jerome writes, 


that Ruffinus alone had put out that Apology, under the : 


3 Enucl, Hiſt, WW-1, 9% 130, * Lib. 3. Apol, adv, Ruffin. cap. Pi 
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Name of the Martyr. The Greek Copies (as Photius tells 
us, and the old Greek Author of an Apology for Origen in 
Photius) attribute it to Pamphilus. Ferome alſo often ſub- 
tilly contends, that that Apology is Exſebiuss. For it is 
his indeed, but not his only; it was made by the joint La- 
bour of them both, of Pamphilus and Euſebius. This Eu- 
ſebins * himſelf, who beſt knew it, expreſsly atteſts ; hat 
it is neceſſary to know of him | Origen |, you may read in the 
Apology compoſed by me and ” Contemporary, the Martyr 
Pamphilus ; 4 Work abe wrought off by mutual Pains and Di- 


ligence againſt his forward Accuſers. Photius explains the 
Paſſage in Euſebius thus: * There is the Book of Pam- 


ce philus the Martyr and Exſebins, for Origen. It is fix 
&« Tomes. Pamphilus wrote five of them in his Confine- 


e ment, when Euſebius was with him. Enſcbius finiſh'd - 


ce the ſixth after Pamphilus had ſuffered, and was gone to 
« that God he longed after.” But it is wonderful that 
Ferome, in the place above-cited, ſhould endeavour to prove 
this Apology, not to be Pamphilus's by this Argument 
chiefly : Euſebius writes, T hat * Pamphilus had publiſh'd 
nothing of his m. Here he produces Euſebius againſt Eu. 


ſebins ! For the ſame Euſebius, as we ſaw above, expreſsly 


teſtifies, that Pamphilus laboured about that Apology. But 
Jerome might eaſily have untied this Knot, if he would, 
The Apology truly was not to be called Parphilys's own, 
becauſe another, namely, Euſebius had a Hand in it. I 
have already ſaid enough concerning the Credit of Ruffi- 


nuss Verſion. Now it is abundantly clear from this Apo- 


logy, that Pamphilus was Orthodox concerning the Divi- 
nity of Chriſt. For whilſt the Holy Man endeavours to 
prove Origen a Catholic in that Work, becauſe he taught 
in his Writings, That there is the ſame Immurability of 
the Holy Spirit, as of the Father and the Son; that the 
Trinity is equal; that the Holy Ghoſt is not a Creature; 
that as the Father knows the beginning and end of all 
Things, fo d6 the Son and the Holy Spirit ; that the Son 


1 Cod. 118 and 117. 2 Euſeb. p. 118. * Ny might 1 not 
have wrote ſomething 10 ongh, which Euſebius publiſud afterwards ? 
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is of one Subſtance with the Father; whilſt, IJ ſay, he 
endeavours to ſhew him to be Orthodox in theſe Heads, 
he plainly declares he held the ſame Propoſitions to be 
True and Catholic. Beſides, it is no contemptible Argu- 
ment of his Orthodoxy, that he was taught his Divinity 
by Pierius, who, as we have ſeen before, is allowed even 


by Photius to have believed may dae piouſly concerning 


the Father and the Son. Therefore that ſhameleſs Sophil 
Sandins * hath very unjuſtly placed the moſt Holy Martyr 
among the Favourers and Abettors of the Hereſy, after» 
wards called Arianiſm. | ” 

4. St. Lucian comes next, a Presbyter of the Church of 
Antioch, a very eloquent Man, and one who took ſo much 
Pains in the Study of the Scriptures, as that in Ferome's 
time (as he ſays) * ſome Copies of them were, called Luci- 
an's. He wrote Books concerning the Faith, and ſome 
ſhort Epiſtles, which are all loſt. He ſuffered for Chri- 
ſtianity at Nicomedia in Maximin's Perſecution, and was 
Buried at Helenopolis in Bithynia. Petavins 3 has branded 
this bleſſed Man with Heterodoxy in the Article before us. 
Sandius at his Heels boaſts of Lucian greatly, as a Patron 
of the Arians. Nay, Huetius 5 himſelf, deceived, I ſup- 
ay by Petavius, reckons this Martyr amongſt thoſe who 

ad commented falſely and abſurdly upon the Trinity. 
But let us weigh the Arguments upon which their Cen- 

ſure is grounded. (I.) They ſay the Ariaus called them- 
ſelves Lucianiſts from their Agreement in Faith with the 
Martyr Lucian. I confeſs it. But what honeſt prudent 
Man will believe ſuch falſe Creatures ? Thus they boaſted 
of Origen and Diony/ins Alexandrinus, as Men after their 
own Hearts. How vain and impudent this their glorying 
was, I think, I've ſufficiently ſhewn before. As for Lu- 
cian, thoſe Things are very remarkable which © Sozomen 
tells us of the Council called by Conſtantiuss Letter to Au- 
tioch, at the Conſecration of a Church. The Biſhops of 


* Enucl. Hiſt. lib. 1. p. 126. 2 Catal. Script, Eccleſ. c. 88. 
De Trin. lib. 1. c. 4. n. 13. Sand. Enucl. Hiſt. lib. 1. p. 127. 
5 Origenian, lib, 2. c, 3.5. 6. p. 187. Lib. 3. Ch. 5. p. 409 
and 410, 
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that Synod (who were a e many of them either ſtanch 
Arians, or Favourers of that way) firſt publiſh'd a Con- 


feſſion of Faith widely different from the Nicene. Now, 
when they were thought to ſpeak too meanly of the Son's 


Divinity, they publiſh'd another more full, and that upon 


this Account or Occaſion. When they had ſtaid a little 


longer than they expected at Antioch, they found a Creed 


wrote by Lucian Martyr, which, becauſe it had not in it 
the Homoonſion, and ſome of the Words ſeemed to favour 


their Hereſy, they greedily embraced and adopted; for 
this end, no doubt, that they might perſuade the ignorant 


that they held the Faith of the celebrated Lucian Martyr. 


For ſo Sozomen writes in the place cited: They ſaid they 
had found * this Creed 2wrote entire by Lucian, who ſuffered 
Martyrdom in Nicomedia. | | = 

5. I ſhall not chink it much to tranſcribe all of this 
Form, which concerns the Trinity (as we have it in Atha- 
naſius, Socrates *, and others) for the ſake of thoſe Rea- 
ders, who have not the Authors. Now Lacian's Creed, 


ſo much boaſted of by the Ariaus as their own, thus pro- 


feſſes concerning the Holy Trinity: * We believe agree- 


« ably to Evangelical and Apoſtolical Tradition, in one 


« God, the Father Almighty, Creator and Maker of all 
« Things; and in one Cd Jeſus Chriſt, his Only-be- 
c gotten Son, God, by whom all Things were made, be- 
« gotten of the Father before all Worlds, God of God, 
«© Whole of Whole, Alone of Alone, Perfe& of Perfect, 
“ King of King, Lord of Lord; the living Word, Wiſ- 
« dom, Life, the true Light, the Way of Truth, the 
c Reſurrect ion, the Shepherd, the Door, Immutable and 
6 Unchangeable, the exact Image of the Godhead, the 
« Eſſence, Power, Counſel, and Glory of the Father, the 
ce Eirſt- born of every Creature, who was in the beginning 
« with God, God the Word, as it is written in the 
« Goſpel, T he Word was God ; by whom all Things were 
« made, and ih whom all Things conſiſt, who in the laſt 


* This Soꝛomen modeſtly ſuſpects, * p. 409 and 410. p. 72. 
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« Days came down from Heaven, and was born of the 
« Virgin according to the Scriptures; and in the Holy 
& Ghoſt, which was given to the Believers for their Con- 
ce ſolation, Sanctification, and Perfection; as our Lord 
« Jeſus Chriſt commanded his Diſciples, ſaying, Go ye 
ce therefore, Diſciple all Nations, baptizing them into the Name 
& of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt ; namely, 
ee of the Father, who is truly Father, of the Son, who is 
ce truly Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, who is truly Holy 
« Ghoſt. The Words not being {imply Words, and of 
cc no Signification, but accurately denoting the Subſiſt- 
ce ence of every one named, and their Glory and Order; 
« ſo that they are in Subſiſtence three, in Conſent one.” 
6. That this is Lucians Creed, not one forged for him 
by the Ariaus, many Things prove. (I.) Thoſe Biſhops 
would have been very imprudent, and indeed impudent, to 
have publiſh'd a Creed under Lucians Name, which was 
not his, at Autioch, where the Memory of the Holy. 
Martyr was deſervedly Sacred, and his Writings religi- 
ouſly preſerved ; ſo that the Fraud would have been de- 
tected by all very eaſily. But ſuppoſe they could deceive 
the People fafely at this time, the Impoſture could not be 
concealed long. But the Arians boaſted of this Creed, as 
undoubtedly Lucian 's, and that with great Aſſurance, ma- 
ny Years after; namely, in the Reign of Yalentinian and 
Valens, when a Synod was aſſembled at, Tarſus, a City of 
Cilicia. For then ſays the ſame Sozomen: * About thir- 
ce ry-four Alan Biſhops meeting in Caria, a Province of 
fa, commended the Diligence uſed about the Unity 
« of the Churches; rejected the Homoouſion, and ſtrenu- 
te ouſly affirmed, that they ought to hold the Creed pub- 
« Jiſh'd at Antioch and Selexcia, as being the Creed of Lu- 
ce cian Mari yr, and examined by their Predeceſſors, with 
* much Peril and Labour.” Moreover, if the Arians had 
patch'd up this Creed, ſure they would have'made it more 
conformable to their Tenets, at leaſt they would not have 
inſerted ſuch Things, as plainly ruin their Cauſe, of which 
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fort we will ſhew ſome by and bye. Laſtly, This Con- 
feſſion of Faith is principally directed againſt the Sabellian 
Hereſy, as is clear from thoſe Things at the end of it. 
For after the Faith of the Trinity is largely explained, the 


Creed is at laſt concluded with this Epilogue, explaining 


the Sum and Subſtance of what has been ſaid before: 


4 Of the Father, I ſay, of a true real Father, of the Son, 


« a true Son, of the Holy Ghoſt, a real Holy Ghoſt; 
cc fo that theſe Words are not ſimple Words, and of no 
ce Signification, but accurately denoting the Subſiſtence of 
<« every one named, and their Glory and Order; fo that 


cc they are in Subſi ſtence three, in Conſent one.” Now 


what had theſe Things to do with the Arian Controverſy, 
which was agitated in the Council of Antioch? But in 
Lucian's Days the Sabellian Doctrine prevailed moſt, and 
Lucian is ſaid to be a very brisk Oppoſer of it. By way 
of Appendix take Philoſtorgiuss Obſervation *, where ſpeak- 
ing of Lutiaz Martyr's Diſciples, who had not kept their 
Maſter's Doctrine entire, he ſays, that Aſterius had per- 
verted the Notion, and eſlified in his Words and Wri- 
tings, T hat the Son is the exact Image of the Father's Eſſence. 
Now Aſterius borrowed that from Lucian's Creed verbatim, 
as will appear by Collation. | 


7. Now if this Creed be indeed Lucian, he was un- 


doubtedly a Catholic in this Article of the Divinity of the 
Son. For this Creed, except that the Word Conſubſtan- 
tial is not in it, is in other reſpects the ſame with the Ni- 
cene, as Sozomen has rightly obſerved in the Place aforecited. 
Wherefore, if you 3 the Thing it ſelf, and lay aſide 
all Contention about Words, the Arians might as well, and 
for the ſame Reaſon, call themſelves Aſſertors of the Nicene 


Creed, as Lucianiſts, Yea, I dare almoſt affirm, that the 
abſolute Divinity of the Son is in ſome fort more effectu- 


ally and ſignificantly expreſſed in the Creed of Lucian than 
the Niceve, For the Words, God of God, whole of 2hole, 
perfect of perfect, in Lncian's Confeſſion, do more expreſily 
declare the perfect Divinity of the Son, and his Nature 
equal to the Father's, than thoſe Words of the I icene 
p. 475. | | 

Creed, 
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and thoſe Words in Lucian's Creed, which ſeem to fa» 
vour the Arians ſomewhat, Hilary excellently demon- 


ſtrates to be perfectly Catholic. The Words are theſe: 
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Therefore the Synod of Holy Men aſſembled (Hilary 
did indeed think this Creed fo Catholic, that he be- 
lieved it came from Catholics afſembled in Council at 
Antioch) deſirous to put an end to that Impiety, which 
eluded the Truth of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, by 


a number of Names, fo that, though there was no ſub- 


ſiſting Cauſe of every one of their Names, the three 
Names ſhould have an Union under the Fallacy of the 
Names; ſo that the Father alone, one and the ſame, 
ſhould have the name of Son and Holy Spirit; defirous 
to put an end to this Impiety, ſaid there were three Sub- 
ſtances, by Subſtances meaning ſubſiſting Perſons, not 
ſeparating the Subſtance of the Father, Son and Holy 
Spirit, by a Diverſity of a like Nature. As to what is 
ſaid, that they are three in Subſtance, bur in Conſent one, 
there is here no ground for Calumny : Becauſe the Spi- 
rit or Paraclete being named with them, ir was more fit 
that an Unity of Conſent ſhould be aſſerted, than an 
Unity of Eſſence by a Similitude of Subſtance. For all 


© that had gone before made no difference of Eſſence be- 


tween the Father and Son. For where it 1s faid God of 
God, whole of whole, it 1s not doubted that whole 
God was born of whole God. The Nature of God of 
God is not different. He is whole of whole in thoſe 
things, in which the Father is whole. One of one, ex- 
cludes every Thing of humane Birth and Conception 
ſo that while he is one of one, he is not of another, dif- 
ferent, or another who is one of one. Perfect of perfect; 
Nativity differs not from Innaſcibility except in 1 cauſe 
of Origen, when the Perfection of both is Equal. King 
of King: The Power expreſs by one and the ſame name 
in both is not different. Lord of Lord: The Domi- 


nion alſo is equal in the Lord, nor can there be a differ- 
s ence in the Dominion, when both are confeſſed to have 


In Lib, de Synod, ady, Arianos, p. 228. 
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ac jt without difference. But that which is added after 


c many other Things, i. e. that he is the inconvertible 


ce and unchangeable Image of the Father's Eſſence, Power 


& and Glory, is abſolute. For God of God, whole of | 


<« whole, one of one, perfect of perfect, King of King, 


4 and Lord of Lord, when he is born, and doth ſubſiſt 
© as the Son, in all that Glory of the Divinity, and that 


& Nature, in which the Father is, hath this alſo from the 
& Father's Subſtance, that he is made Immutable. For that 
« Nature, of which he was born, is not changed in him 
& that is born; but he that was born obtained the immu- 
ec table Nature by the Authority, or Gift of the immuta- 
ce ble Nature. For though he 1s the Image, he is the im- 
&« mutable Image; the Nature, of which he was begotten, 
not being changed in him by a Diſſimilitude of the pa- 


« ternal Nature, becauſe in him the Image of the paternal 


« Nature was born. Now when he is called the firſt- 
ce born of the whole Creation, it is taught that he mw 
« was in the beginning with God. He is called God the 


Word, being firſt born. He is fignified to us as born, 


'< though he was always, and is not ſeparated in time from 
te the Father. That can't then ſeem a Diviſton of Subſtances, 
e which intended nothing elſe than by the name of three 
cc Perfons, to exclude the Union of three Words, being in- 
« troduced to take away the Notion of a different Sub- 
« ftance in the Father and Son; becauſe the Expoſition of 
<< the whole Creed, makes no difference between the Father, 
« and the Son, the unbegotren and the only-begotten in 
« Time, Name, Nature, Dignity, or Dominion”, And 
thus have we fully refuted the former Argument, by which 
ſome Perfons have endeavoured to prove that Lucian Mar- 
ir fayoured the Aria Hereſy, the Argument drawn from 
the boaſts of the Arians concerning their conſent with 
Lucian. | | 
8. But Learned Men depend the moſt upon the Teſti- 
mony of Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, who in an Epi- 
Mile to his Name-fake Alexander of Conſtantinople, after men- 
tion made of Paulus Samoſatenus, immediately adds theſe 
SEE © 
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Words: hom Lucian ſucceeded, (in Error) and was 
any ears excluded from the Communion of three Bi | 
Bu: 1 anſwer, that e either ſpoke of another 776 
(which is upon this account probable, that he did not call 
him Lucian ¶MMartyr,) or that he was quite miſtaken. For 
that Lucian Martyr embraced the Blaſphemy of Paulus Sa- 
moſatenus, and therefore remained Excommunicate under 
three Biſhops ſucceſſively (which Alexander ſays of his 
Lucian) is contrary to the Faith of all Hiſtory, Exſe- 
bius, who lived in the Age of Lucian Martyr, tells ano- 
ther Story of him: Lucian, he W rechter of that Church, 
and one of the Martyrs of Antioch, was a very good Man 
all his Life. In Nicomedia, he preach'd up the Heavenly 
Kingdom of Chriſt, firſt in Word by an Apology, and after 
wards in Deed, ' when the King was preſem. How did 
Euſebins call him a very good Presbyter all his Life, 
who for many Years under three Biſhops ſucceſſive] i 
(as they ſay) remained Excommunicate for the Hereſy =_ 
of Paulus Samoſatenus ? Epſebins * mentions Theodotus Co- | 
riarius Excommunicated by Yiftor for that Hereſy, and 
Naralis the Confeſſor ſeduced by Theodotus, and there- = 
fore Excommunicated. Laſtly, he largely relates the Fall of 11 
| Baulus * into Hereſy, and his being anathematized for it by i 
the Council of Autioch. Who then can believe, if Lucian 
Martyr was Excommunicate for the Hereſy of Paulus Sa- 
moſatenus under three Biſhops, that Euſebius would ſay no- 
thing of ſo remarkable a Matter acted in his own Times; 
much leſs, that he would commend Lucian as a very good 
Presbyrer all his Life, and one who afliſted the Kingdom 
of Chriſt in Words and Deeds? Beſides, os as we 
have ſeen, greatly praiſes Lucian Martyr in his Catalogue, 
not only for the Sanctity of his Life, but alſo for his 
Doctrine and Knowledge of the Scriptures, and making 
mention of his Books concerning the Faith, cenſures no- 
thing in them as different from the Catholick Faith. More- 


1 Theodoreti Hiſt, Eccleſ. Book I. Ch. 4. p. 15. Vide Valeſ. notas, 
p. 6, 7. 2 Euſeb, Eccleſ. Hiſt. Book VIII. Ch. 13. p. 251. Vide 
etiam Libr, 9. cap. 6. p. 287, Euſeb. Eccleſ. Hiſt, p. 159, 160. 
4 P. 226, Oc. N | 
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over, in his Preface to the Chronicles he ſays, that in his 
Time the Catholics from Conſtantinople to Antioch approved 
and received Lucian s Tranſlation of the Scriptures.  * Be- 
ſides, Sozomen ſays, that Lucian was in other reſpects a very 
famous Man, and exceeding exact in the Holy Scriptures. It 
is plain then, that neither Euſebius, nor Ferome, nor Soxo- 
men had heard any thing of any Hereſy or Schiſm of Lu- 
cian Martyrs. Therefore, not too ſtrenuouſly to deny 
that Lucian Martyr might have the ſame fate in his Diſpute 
with the Sabellians, as Dioupſius Alexandrinus; namely, be 
accuſed before the Biſhops of the Church for denying the 
true Divinity of Chriſt, becauſe he endeavoured to prove 
from the Properties of his Humanity, that he was not the 
Father ; yet I cannot eaſily be brought to believe that the 
bleſſed Man did indeed embrace the Blaſphemies of Paulus 
Samoſatenns, and therefore cut himſelf off from the Church 
(fo Alexander ſpeaks of his Lucian) during the time of three 
Biſhops ſucceſſively. For, (as I before ſaid) all the Eccle- 
ſiaſtical Hiſtory, and the Confeſſion of Faith, which the 
Arians aſcribe to him, are againſt it. But yet, if I ſhould 
grant over and above, that Alexander did really write thus 
concerning Lucian Martyr, it would be of very little Ser- 
vice to the Arian cauſe. For Alexander teſtifies that Lucian 
embraced the Samoſatenian Hereſy, which the Arians con- 
demn. But if they ſay that herein was Alexander's miſtake, 
namely, in thinking the Error of Paulus Samoſatenns and 
Lucian, and Arrius the fame, they will not mend the Mat- 
ter. For then, for one Voucher, namely, Lucian, they 
will have the whole Catholic Church againſt them, in the 
time of Lucian. And the Doctrine of this Lucian (who- 
ever he was) was ſo contrary to the Catholic Doctrine, 
that he could not (according to Alexander) retain his He- 
reſy and the Communion of the Church together. | 
9. I will cloſe this Chapter with a brief Examination of 
the Doctrine and Faith of St. Methodius. He (according 
to Jerome) was firſt Biſhop of Ohmpus in Lycia and after- 
wards of Tyre, a cloſe and elegant Writer againſt. Porphyry 


2p. 410, 2 Catal. Script. Eccleſ. c. 94. 


and 


9 r 1 1 a 1 K a CTC tk. ren as aa. Ts Lo LA. 008. CA. was. _—— 4 * aa 


" A _ x ws flo mm oo A ox yvLA 


—— =, PE" 


the NICENE FaiTH. 303 


and Origen, and famous for his other Pieces. At the end 
of the laſt Perſecution under Diocletian and Maximinian, he 
was crowned with Martyrdom at Calcis, a City of Greece. 
Of the many Things he wrote, we only have a Sympo- 
ſion of his entire, ir that; for I ſhall hereafter ſhew that 
it has been interpolated by Heretics. We have very many, 
of his Fragments and Excerpts in Phorius and other Authors, 
from which I ſhall eſpecially colle& his Opinion and Faith 
in the Son of God. In the Book of Martyrs in Theodo- 
ret he names Chriſt. the Lord, the Son of God, ho thought 
it not robbery to be equal with God. Which Words Peravius 
' 2 owns not conſiſtent with any but the true God. The 
fame Perſon in his Book of the Creatures, in Photius, 3 
makes this note upon the Words of St. John, In the be- 
ginning was the Word, & c. We muſt fay that the Princi- 
c ple, from which the very Word ſprung, was the Father, 
* the Maker of all Things, in whom he was. Now this, 
« He was iv agx? with God, ſeems to ſhew. the Authori- 
c tative Power he had with the Father, before the World 
ce came into being.; for he uſes the Word ag, for Au- 
cc thority””. For, in that he ſays, that the Word ſprung 
from the Father, as from his Root, that it is and was in 
him, that it had Authority and Dominion with him before 
the Creation, he abſolutely declares rhe Conſubſtantiality 
of the Word, and excepts him out of the Rank of thoſe 
Things, that are created of Nothing, and placed in a ſer» 
vile State. But here it is to be obſerved, that Methodius in 
this Book profeſſedly oppoſed the Error which was charg- 
ed upon Origen, in which he was ſaid thus to have proved 
the Eternity of created Things, becauſe. otherwiſe God 
could not have been eternally Lord, ſince nothing had ex- 
iſted from Eternity, upon which he could exerciſe Domi- 
nion. Apainſt this Fancy Aethodius excellently ſhews, 
that God the Father and the Son had an Authoritative Pow- 
er, before the Creation; for as much as God the Father, 
with his Word, was able to produce. Creatures for his Do- 


1 Dial. 1. p. 37. 2 Pref, in Tom, z. c. . 7. Cod. 434. 
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minion, whenſoever he pleaſed ; in the mean time that he 
wanted Nothing, being from Eternity perfectly Bleſſed, 
and not ſtanding in need of any Thing, which ſhould be 
created afterwards, ſor the compleating his Happineſs. The 
fame Met hodius in his Sympoſron * fays that Chriſt is, (was 
not made) the Son of God, 4. e. is the Son of God by 
Nature, not by Creation, or Adoption. In the ſame Place 
be alſo ſays that the Son of God had no beginning of Ex- 
| Iſtence, nor ſhall have any End, but is always the Same. 
This is the Property of the true God only, at leaſt accords 
ing to Methodius, who n his Book of the Creatures before- 
cited, contends in many Arguments againſt Origen, or ra- 
ther the Interpolator of Origen, who aſſerts the Eternity of 
the World, That whatſoever has no Beginning is uncreat- 
ed, and that nothing is Eternal but God. We will recite 
the entire Paſſage hereafter. * _ | 


* 


nion of Met hodius 7 out of his Book of the Creatures, in 
theſe Words: Now we fay that there are two creative 
ce Powers in the aforeſaid, &c: One who by his bare Will, 


«* inſtantly as ſoon he wills, makes what he will out of No- 


ce thing. This is the Father. The other, who ſers in 
ce order, and adorns the Things already made, in Imitation 
c of the former. This is Li Son, the Great and Al- 
& mighty Hand of God the Father, by which after he had 


ce made Matter out of Nothing, he made the World.” 


Here Petavins * cenſures three Things as not agreeable to 
Catholic Doctrine. (1.) That Methodius calls the Father 
and Son two Powers. (2.) That he makes the one Power, 
the Father, to create of himſelf ; the other, the Son, to 
work after him, from him, and in Imitation of him. (z.) 
That he attributes to the Father the Creation our of no- 
thing, as it were excluding the Son, to whom he only 
grants the adorning the Creatures. But all theſe Things 
eaſily admit, and even require a Catholic Senſe, upon which 
account neither hath Photius cenſured them: As to the firſt, 


- Tp. 959. * Set. 3. c. 4. n. 7. 2p. 938. Cod, 235, De 
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The Father and Son are more juſtly called two Powers by 
Met hodius, thin two Natures, or Eſſences by the other Fa- 
thers, who notwithſtanding are eſteemed Citholic in this 
Article. For theſe Words are only taken perſonally (as 
they ſpeak, and as we have ſhewed before). For the ſe» 
cond; that the Father alone doth work of himſelf, What 
Catholic would deny it? This is the Property of the Fa- 
ther to Exiſt and Work of himſelf : But the Son was both 
his Exiſtence and Operation to the Father. In which re- 
ſpect alſo the Son is ſaid to do his Works in Imitation of 
the Father. See Maldonate upon John v. v. 19. Gregory 
Nazianzen © hath well expreſſed the Senſe of Methodius, and 
of the other Fathers and Holy Scriptures in theſe Words: 
Namely, The Father exhibiteth the Forms of the Things them- 
ſelves, and the Mord finiſbeth them, not ſervilely, not ignorant= 
ty, bat wiſely, powerfully, and to ſpeak, ſtill more properly, pa- 
ternally. You may there read more of the ſame, well wor⸗ 1 
thy your Notice. Petavius himſelf doth elſewhere approve 
this ſaying of Nazianzen, and makes this Note upon it: 
& Whence it is manifeſt that the Father's informing the 
& Son, or teaching him what is to be done, and as it were, 
& going before him, and pointing it out to him, is nothing 
«elſe, but, by the Generation of him, the communicating 
* to him the Wiſdom of making all Things, their Forms 
& and Ideas, together with his Nature and Eſſence”. It 
is no difficult matter to wipe off the laſt Part of the Cen- 
ſure, namely, that Methodius attributes the Creation out of 
nothing to the Father, as it were excluſive of the Son. 1 
But indeed he no more excludes the Son from the Creation, '' 
than the Father from the Diſpoſition or Decoration. Nay, 48 
in the laſt Words of the Place cited, ke plainly ſays that 
the Father by the Son, or in the Son, created and diſpoſed 
Matter. Beſides, how can Methodius be thought to have 
ſaid, that the Father created all Things out of nothing 
without the Son, when in that ſame Place he expreſſly 
calls the Son the Almighty Hand of God. Hath the Fa- 
ther made, or created any Thing without his Almighty 
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Hand? What then? Why, we muſt repeat the Words 


afore-cited out of Huctius, for the illuſtrating a Paſſage in 

þ the external 
acts of the Trinity are one and the ſame, yet ſome are both, 
in the Holy Scriptures, and the Antients, aſſigned to the 


Father, ſome to the Son, and ſome to the Holy Ghoſt. So 


Merhodius in this Place has eſpecially attributed the Creati- 


on to the Father, as the Fountain of the Divinity; and 


the wiſe Ordination, Diſpoſition and Decoration of it to 
the Son, as being uſually called the Reaſon, the Counſel, 
the Wiſdom of = Father. We cannot fully comprehend, 
why this manner of ſpeaking is uſed ; bur therefore to re- 


ject theſe Things in thoſe Myſteries, is extreme Folly and 


Raſhneſs. Now it is certain, 4ethodins never dreamt of 


attributing the Creation to the Father, ſo as to exclude the 
Son. For Photius cites a Place from this very Book of 


the Creatures, and that immediately after the Words which 


Petavius cenſures, in which the Creation of the World is 


alſo expreſily aſcribed to the Son. For upon thoſe Words 
of Geneſis, In the beginning God created the Heaven and the 
Earth, he thus diſcourſes : If any one ſhould call the 
& Beginning the Wiſdom, he would not be out of the 
ce way. For ſhe is introduced by one of the facred Wri- 
cc ters ſpeaking of her ſelf thus: The Lord made me the. be- 
ce inning of his 2pays for his Works, he founded me before Ages. 
SA 7 ; 

ce For it was fit and decent that all Things, which came 
cc into being, ſhould be younger than her by whom the 
& were made”. Where it is clear by Wiſdom is meant the 
Son of God. 


11. Sandins * alſo objects to Mei hodius ſome improper 


Expreſſions concerning the Trinity, which Paſſinus, his 


Editor, has obſerved in the Sympoſion. But Photius ſup- 


plies us with an Anſwer to this Objection, who expreſſſy 
cautions us concerning Mer hodius's Sympoſion, that it 
was for the greateſt part depraved in his time, and interpo- 
lated by Heretics. His Words are theſe: « We muſt 
« obſerve, that this Dialogue, inſcribed a Sympeſion, or 
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& Concerning Parity, is much adulterated. For you will 
* find in it vile Aria» Opinions, and the Devices of cer- 
© tain other evil Thinkers.” Here the Reader will ob- 
ſerve with me, that, whereas Photius only cautions us a- 
gainſt the Sympoſion of Methodius, as having ſeveral 

Patches of Arianiſm, and other Hereſy tack'd to it, he 
plainly ſhews by this, that no ſuch Things occurred in his 
other Writings, extant in his Times. For how could 
Photius gather, that the Sympoſion of Methodius was adul- 
rerated, and for this Reaſon, becauſe there did occur in 
it very often Arian Opinions; unleſs from his other Wri- 
tings, which were many, it did plainly appear, that his 
conſtant Doctrine concerning the Son of God was contra- 
ry to the Arian Reveries ? This ſurely is an excellent Ar- 
gument for Methodius s Orthodoxy in this particular. In 
the mean time, there are ſtill many Footſteps of the genuine 
Doctrine of Methodius in this Piece, ſome of which we 
have laid before you, and might give you more, if it ſig- 
nified any Thing. as : 


Dr. G RAB E' Annotations upon Lucian: 


O confirm Lucian's Character for Orthodoxy, theſe 
Words of Suidas are of no ſmall Uſe: «© One may 
« find the Purity of the Divine Doctrines preſerved to the 
Height by this Man, and the beſt of any of his Times. 
He put out ſeveral very excellent Epiſtles, whence any 
cc one may eaſily diſcover, what Opinion he was of con- 
« cerning the Divinity.” To which Teſtimony of Swi- 
das we may aſcribe the more, becauſe he confirms it from 
the very Epiſtles, which he cites, which, if now in be- 
ing, would give us further Satisfaction concerning this 
Matter. But they are all loſt, except one Fragment pre- 
ſerved by the Author of the Aexandrian Chronicle, An, 
IJ» 7 
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* reading the Feaſt of the Virgins by Methodius in the 


large Bibliotheca, in which it is Extant in Latin only, 


met with theſe places concerning the Divinity of Chriſt, 
and the Myſtery of the Trinity. Thus he ſpeaks of the 
n e he was God, he took upon him 


c Humane Fleſh, for this purpoſe, that we beholding the 


cc Divine Exemplar of his Life ſer before us as ina Table, 
« might imitate the Exactneſs of a Painter in copying it.“ 
Again, he ſays, «© Chriſt the Man was full of the pure 
« and perfect Divinity, and as God, was after ſome ſort 


cc included in the Man.” And a little after, „ For that 


dc he was, and truly is, God exiſting in the beginning with 
« God, and exiſting as God, Governour and Paſtor of 
« the Heavenly, &c.” Again, * « Mention of the Num- 
& ber 3. is thrown in to inſinuate the neceſſary Notion of 
c the Holy and well-boding Trinicy.” Laſtly, After 
he had mentioned the Heretics, who err being deluded about 
one of the Perſons of the Trinity, ſometimes about the Father, 
ſometimes about the Son, and ſometimes about the Holy Ghoſt; 
he adds the following Words concerning the Orthodox 
Faith of the Catholic Church myſtically ſignified, ac- 
_ cording to Met hodius, by the 1260 Days in the Apocahps, 
Ch. 12. Moreover the 3260 Days, in which we are 
ic Pilgrims here, is the exact and the beſt Knowledge of 
4 the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, according to the 
ce right Faith, in which our Mother rejoiceth, and by 
cc which ſhe is nouriſhed and groweth, gc.” There are 


alſo one or two other Tracts under the Name of Metho- 


dius, out of which many clear Teſtimonies of the Son's 
Conſubſtantiality, and the Catholic Profeſſion of the Tri- 
nity might be alledged; but I forbear, becaufe ] ſuſpe& 
them to be either fuppoſitious, or interpolated. Of theſe 

I ſhall ſpeak, God willing, in my Spicileginr of the Fathers 
{ the third Century. | 
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The Opinion and Faith of Arnobius Afer and 


Lactantius, the cloſe of this Section. 


| HERE are two other Authors a little before the 
Council of Nice, Arnobius and Lactantius, the 
Maſter and Scholar. The former of them Arno- 


uus had a very flouriſhing School of Rhetoric at Sicca in 
Africa, in the Reign of Diocleſian, as Ferome ſays in his 
Catalogue of Eccleſiaſtical Writers. He alſo tells us in his 
Chronicles, An. 20. of Conſtantine, that this Arnobius, when 


he inſtructed the Youth at Sicca to declaim, and yet a 
Heathen, was in a Dream called to the Faith, and could 
not obtain it from the Biſhops by reaſon of his former 

Oppoſition to it; but was upon the Writing ſome very x 
elegant Books againſt his former Religion (as upon the 
giving Pledges of his Piety) admitted into the Covenant. 
Theſe Books are in Number ſeven, intitled againſt the Gen- 
tiles. After many other Editions, they have been printed 


off lately at Leyden, x An. 1651. in Quarto, together with 


the learned Comments of ſeveral Perſons. This Edition I 
ſhall follow. In this Work he 7 often and very plain- 
ly Cnc, the true Divinity of the Son. Speaking of 


} rhe Miracles of Chriſt, he writes thus: * * Now it was 


cc 


anifeſt that Chriſt did all that he did, not by any 
« Means, or the Obſervation of any Rite, or by Rule, 
e but only by the Power of his Name; and, as was pro- 
9 and agrecable to, as was worthy of the true God, 
ce that he beſtowed nothing by the Liberality of his mu» 
cc nificent Power, that did, or could hurt, but what was 


helpful, ſalutary, and very affiſting.” Where he ex- 


1 C. go. * This Edition not being in my Hands, I'm forced to cite 
that Printed at Doway 1634. p. 28. lib. 1. 
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preſsly pronounces Chriſt to be the true God, We have 
a place parallel to this in the fame Book, where after he 
had faid that Chriſt did equally relieve the Good and the Bad; 
he adds, „ For this is the Property of the true God, 
« and of Royal Power to deny his Bounty to none.” 
In the ſame Book, when the Heathen asks, IF Chriſt was 
God, why he was ſeen in the Form of Man, and killed after 
the manner of Man? He anſwers thus: Could that 
cc inviſible Power, that incorporeal Subſtance otherwiſe 
©£ communicate himſelf to the World, and be preſent at 
«* the Councils of Men, than by aſſuming ſome covering 
& of more ſolid Matter, which might receive the darted 
« Ray of the Eye, and upon which our dull Sight might 
& fx. What mortal is there that could ſee him, . 
& could behold him, if he ſhould give himſelf to the 
World, ſuch as he in his primigenial Nature is, ſuch 
& as he would have been in his own Quality, in his Dei- 
« ty ? He therefore took upon him the Form of a Man, 
&«& and veiled his Power under the Similitude of our kind, 
& that he might be ſeen and beheld.” In the fame place: 
ce 3 But he was killed after the manner of Man. Not he 
ce himſelf. For the Divinity is not ſubje& to Death; 
nor can that which is one, ſimple, and not made of 
cc any Parts, be deſtroyed by Diflolution. Who then was 
“ ſeen to hang upon the Croſs, who dy'd ? The Man 
& which he put on, and carried about with him.” Here 
he ſays, the better Nature of Chriſt was Divine, Incorrup- 
tible, One, Simple, and not made up of any Parts; Attributes, 
which belong not to any created Nature. 5 
2. But there is no Occaſion to lead the Reader round 
about. T'll cite two places, in which Arnobius does pro- 
feſſedly, and as clearly as poſſible, declare the abſolute Di- 
vinity of the Son. In the firſt Book he anſwers that Ob- 
jection of the Gentiles: Ie Worſhip a Man. Altho' 
<« it was true, yet for the many and liberal Gifts he hat 
& beſtowed upon us, he might be called God. But ſince 
& he is really God, without the Ambiguity of a doubt, 


Sp. 28. 2 Pp. 36. 3 Thid, 5p. 23, 24. 


98 


the NICENE FAITH; 311 


ce do ye think we will deny, that we very greatly wor- 
* ſhip him, and that he is called by us the Prince, the 
Head of our Body? Will any mad, angry, raſh Crea- 
ce ture ſay then, Is that Chriſt God? We will anſwer, 
« He is God, God of the inward Powers, and (which 
4 frers the Infidels moſt of all) ſent to us by the ſupreme 
“ King upon Buſineſs of the greateſt Moment.” The 
other place in the fame Book ſtands thus: «© There is 
ce nothing, as you ſuppoſe, magical, humane, deluſive, ſub- 
« tle, or fraudulent hidden in Chriſt, though you, as 
« your manner is, deride him, and wanton in ridicule up- 
on him. He was the ſublime God, God from the ve- 
« ry Root, God from the unknown Realms, God ſent a 
« Saviour by the Prince of all Things. Whom neither 
ce the Sun it ſelf, nor any of the Stars (if they had Senſe), 
& nor the Governours or Princes of the World, nor laſtly, 
ce the great Gods, thoſe who feigning themſelves Gods 
« terrify Mankind, could know, or ſuſpect, whence he 
« came, or who he was.” In theſe places Arnobius ex- 
preſsly teaches, that the Son is called God, nor abuſively 
(as Angels, Magiſtrates, and excellent Men are ſometimes 
called Gods) but certainly, really, and without Ambigui- 
ty, that is, moſt truly and properly. This condemns the 
Craft of the impious Arians, who refuſe not to call the 
Son God, but have deceived good Men with the ambi- 
guous Uſe of the Name. Beſides, he calls him the ſub- 
lime God, God from the very Root, God the Saviour, 
God the moſt greatly to be worſhipped, the incomprehen- 
ſible God whom no Creature can conceive. Can an 
Thing be more magnificently ſpoken of the Son of God? 
If it offends any one, that ſtill Arnobius calls the Father 
the ſupreme King, the Prince of All; let him know and re- 
member (what I'm often forced to repeat) that this is to 
be referred to that Eminence which is proper to the Father, 
as he is the Fountain and Head of the Trinity, which the 
facred- Writers and the Nicene and Ante-Nicene Fathers pre- 
ſerved whole and entire, and of which we will ſpeak more 
arge ly in its properly place, Sel. 4, | 

| 1 p. 31. Lib, 1. je 


* 
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3. Saudius notwithſtanding places this Arnobius amongſt 


the Ante Nicene Writers, who were Afrius s Predeceſſors in 
his Hereſy. For in the Iadex of his Book, he ſays, Ar- 
nobius as of Arius's Mind. For Proof he ſends his Rea- 
der to the 127th Page. How then does he prove it ? 
cc Arnobins, ſays he, taught, that it was Religious to wor- 
« ſhip the unbegotten God, that the true God ſhould 


on 


never be begotten ; that God alone is unbegotten, that 


<« there is one Father of all Things, immortal, unbegot- 
cc ten, alone, and that there is nothing before him; that 


cc 


cc 
., 
cc 


it follows, that all thoſe whom Men have thought to be 
Gods, are either begotten of him, or brought forth at 
his Command; and if brought forth, and begotten, of 


an inferior Order and Time; if of an inferior Order 


and Time, that they neceſſarily had a Cauſe, a begin- 
ning of Nativity and Life. That he is not true God, 


who has Father and Mother, Grandfathers and Grand- 
mothers, Brothers, was lately formed in the Womb of 


his Mother, finiſh'd and perfected in ten Months, con- 
ceived and born of the Womb of a Woman, who ar- 
rived at the end of his Age by the Degrees of Years ; 
for that the Almighty God is not begotten, but unbe- 
potten.” But here * Sandius ſhews himſelf either a ve- 


ry negligent Reader of Arnobius, or an egregious Sophiſter 
and Prevaricater. For what Man in his Senſes, who has 
ever attentively read the Prince of the African Eloquence, 
can be ignorant that all theſe Things are ſpoken by him 


againſt the Superſtition of the Heathen, who gave Divine 


Worſhip to mere Men, who were born, and died like 


Pr. Whitby is guilty of the ſame Miſrepreſentation, and that from 
the ſame Paſſages, which Sandius inſiſts upon. IT would once for all ob- 
ſerve upon that peculiar Way of anſwering, which this learned Perſon 


auſes, not in this part of his Book only, but almoſt throughout it; name- 
ly, the oppoſing certain places of the Fathers to others aliedzed by bis 


Adverſaries; taking it for granted, that the Authors miſt either have 


contradifed themſelves, or meant all on bis fide, though they ſpoke a 


great deal on the other; and rarely, nay, never attempting to diſprove 

what the Orthodox aſſert, that theſs ſeeming Diffienities are eaſily ſolved, 
and that the ſublime Things ſpoke of our Lord have a real literal Senſe, 
as well as the humble ones, {ws 


themſelves ? 


* 
4 
* 
< 
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chemſelves 2 Do theſe Things make at all againſt the true f 


Divinity of Chriſt, who was God and Man? Yea, they 
confirm it. For when Arnobius (as Sauclius confeſſes) has 
affirmed that the true God muſt be unbegotten, that is un- 
created ; muſt have no beginning of his Nativity; that is, 
muſt be Eternal; and yet has very often and very plainly 
taught, that Chriſt (as we have ſeen) 1s abſolutely true God 
it hence clearly follows, that Chriſt in his better Nature, 
with reſpect to which he is called God, is (as Arnobius 


thinks) abſolutely uncreate and eternal. So from what the 


ſame Arnobius hath taught, that the true God is one; and 
hath alſo taught, that the Son as well as the Father is true 
God, we may ſurely conclude that Arnobius thought the Son 
was one God with the Father, though different in Perſon. 
What Sandius ſubjoins, namely, that (according to Arno- 
bins) Chriſt came into the World to preſerve the Empire of the 
ſupreme King, is abſolutely Catholic, as 1t 1s referred (and 
it ought to be ſo) to the Exinanition of the Son, in which, 
having taken upon him the Form of a Servant, he became 
obedient to God the Father. Indeed I'm aſhamed, and 
grieved ſo often to repeat ſuch inſipid Cavile. | 

4. I will now briefly ſpeak of Lactantius s Doctrine, 
the Explication of which ſhall conclude this long Section. 
He was a Writer that knew little of Chriſtianity, and was 
better ſeen in Rhetoric than Divinity. Upon this Ac- 
count Pope Damaſis rather thought him a Scholar than a 
Churchman, and Jerome commended him more for the 


Elegance of his Language, than his Knowledge of the 


Goſpel. Indeed he was never reckoned among the Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Doctors, ſo that it is ſcarce worth the knowing, 
what he thought or wrote. But behold Reader, and 3 
mire the Force of Catholic Tradition. This ſame Lactan- 
tius, though he had elſewhere delivered very abſurd and 
ridiculous Things concerning the manner of the Son's Ge- 
neration, through his Ignorance of the Holy Scripture, 
and the Doctrine of the Church (if that be Laftantins's) 
was not ignorant of the Excellence of this Doctrine, and 
in his Writings hath taught directly contrary. to Aria- 


yiſm, For he clearly affirms, that the Son of God is of 
one 
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one Subſtance with the Father, is one God, doth receive 
and contain the whole of the Father. See the expreſs 
places. In the fourth Book he propoſes the Objection of 
the Heathens againſt the Chriſtian Doctrine concerning 
the Son of God, in theſe Words: * Perhaps ſome Body 
« may ask, how we fay that we Worſhip one God, and 


ce yet aſſert that there are two, God the Father, and God 
<« the Son; which Aſſertion throws very many into the 


ec greateſt Error. To whom, when what we fay ſeems 


c probable, they think we are in this one Thing miſta- 
15 22 that we confeſs an other and a mortal God. To 
this Objection he thus anſwers: * « We have already 
« ſpoken of the Mortality, now let us treat of the Unity. 
c When we ſay God the Father, and the Son, we don't 
& ſay different, nor do we ſeparate them both; becauſe 


c the Father can't be without the Son, nor can the Son 


<«< be ſeparated from the Father. For he can't be call'd 
« Father without a Son, nor can the Son be begotren 
re without a Father. Since therefore the Father makes the 
& Son, and the Son the Father, there is one Mind, one 
< Spirit, one Subſtance to them both. But the Father is 
« as an overflowing Fountain, the Son as a Stream run- 
<« ning from it; the one is like the Sun, the other as a 

cc e from it; who, becauſe faithful and dear 
ce to his ſupreme Father, is not ſeparated, as the River is 
c not from the Fountain, nor the Ray from the Sun; 
& becauſe both the Water of the Fountain is in the River, 
<« and the Light of the Sun in the Ray.” If Laftantins 
had been of Arius's Mind, he would have given another 
Anſwer to this Objection, namely, ye are much miſtaken, 
ye Philoſophers, if you think that we Chriſtians, whilſt 
we preach up God the Father, and God the Son, do real- 
ly introduce two Gods: For we call the Father God in 
one Senſe, and the Son in another; we call the Father 
God in a true and proper Senſe, but the Son in an abuſive 
and improper Senſe, ſince he is no more indeed than a 


Lactantius Lugduni 1594. lib. 4. ch. 29. in ipſo initio. p. 390. 
* Eternum muſt certainly he Alterum, : of 


mere 
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mere Creature, different in Eſſence from God, made of 
nothing, by Adoption, and Grace only taken into the 
Honour and Dignity of the Divine Name, But Lattar- 
tins never dreamt of any ſuch Thing; even he was better 
acquainted with the Catholic Doctrine, than to put off 
ſuch Dotage as Chriſtian Tenets. How does he untie the 
Knot then ? He confeſſes from the Opinion of the Chri- 
ſtians, that the Son is as truly and properly called God as 
the Father, as being not only one Mind, but one Spirit 
and Subſtance with the Father ; the very Thing which 
the Vicene Fathers intended, when they decreed that God 
the Father and God the Son were Conſubſtantia! ; and yer 
he contends ſtrenuouſly that there were not two Gods 
preach'd among the Chriſtians. He explains this two 
Ways : (1.) God the Father and God the Son do' not 
exiſt ſeparately, as two Men, but undivided from one 
another, ſo that the Father is in the Son, and the Son in 
the Father; as the Sun and his Rays, the Fountain and 
the River are not ſeparated from one another. Again, 
there is one Fountain and Principle of the Divinity, name- 
ly, the Father, from whom the Son is derived, as a Ray 
from the Sun, and a River from the Fountain. What 
can be more Catholic? For thus, juſt thus, all the Ortho- 
dox Fathers, Ante-Nicene and Poſt-Nicene explained the 
Unity of the Father and the Son, as ſhall be ſhewn here- 
after. Here indeed ſome Perſons blame this, namely, 
that Lactantius ſhould compare the Father to an exuberant 
Fountain, as though the Son was a Rivulet from that 
Fountain, a ſmall Portion of the Father's Subſtance. The 
have always been thought by me very partial, who would 
ſtrain ro the utmoſt the Similies brought by the Fathers, 
to illuſtrate after ſome ſort the ineffable 1 foayt of the 
Divine Generation. Surely it is manifeſt that Lactautius 
intended no ſuch Thing, and that from the expreſs Words 
which follow in the ſame Chapter: « Wherefore, ſays 
“ he, ſince the Mind and Will of the one is in the other, 
or rather one Mind and Will in both, both are rightly 


p. 392. in fine, | | | 
? it called 
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„ called one God, becauſe whatſoever is in the Father 


« paſſes to the Son, and whatſoever is in the Son deſcends 
« from the Father.” If whatſoever is in the exuberant 


Fountain of the Divinity, the Father paſſes to the Son (as 


Lactantius affirms) then ſurely the Son is not, properly 
ſpeaking, a part of the Divinity, but God of God, Whole 
of Whole, Perfect of Perfect, as we have before heard 
from the Creeds of Gregory T haumaturgns and Lucian Mar- 
yr. Parallel to theſe are the Words of Lattantins con- 
cerning the Son of God, namely, That God the Father uſed 
him in the contriving, adorning, and perfecting all Things, as 
his Counſellor and Artificer, becauſe he is perfect in Provi- 
dence, Reaſon, and Power. Ladlantius therefore dreamt of 


nothing diminiſh'd, or imperfect in the Son of God. 


5. Thus at length have we proved by the cleareſt Teſti- 
monies cited from every one of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 
whoſe whole Works, or whoſe Fragments are to be mer 


with, our ſecond Theſis, namely, That the Son of God is 


Conſubſtantial with God the Father, i. e. not of any created or 


mutable Eſſence, but eh of the ſame Divine incommu- 
table Nature with his Father; and therefore it was the conſtant 


nunanimous Opinion of the Catholic Doctors, who flouriſh'd in 


the three firſt Centuries, that he was very God of very God, 
If any one wonder that this Section has grown to this 
length, I would have him conſider that here J have ex- 
plained from the Writings of the Antients, the Excellen- 
cy of the Doctrine of the Son's Divinity; and in what 
remains, ſhall only treat of the Conſequences from it, and 
thoſe Things that are agreeable to it. Here was the Hinge 
of the Queſtion : Here the greateſt Pains was requiſite. 
Add that in this Section, moſt of the Writers of the three 
firſt Ages were firſt named, and therefore it was in ſome 
ſort uſeful to give the Reader their Hiſtory ; which once 


Known, there will be no further Occaſion to acquaint 


him with their Age, Authority, &c. Many Writings of 
the Antients alſo were here firſt cited, concerning Which 
the Learned are in Controverſy, whether they are theirs, | 


p. 147, | 
whoſa 
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whoſe Names they bear. In ſuch critical Diſputations 
(very neceſſary to decide the Queſtion before us) I've 
ſpent much of my Pains in this Section. But now this 
Matter being once ſettled, the genuine Writings vindica- 
red, and the ſpurious rejected, [i there will be but 
little Occaſion to trouble the Reader, as often as we cite 
thoſe Authors, or their Works, with ſuch Reaſonings. In 
a Word, as I don't ſee how I could have given full Satiſ- 
faction to the ſtudious Reader, if J had been more brief 
in the explaining and confirming this ſecond Section; fo I 
hope in the following Sections to ſay what may at leaſt 
ſuffice for the impartial Reader. Let us proceed then by 
God's Grace to what remains. * = 


Dr. 


* Thouch there are in this Section fo many Paſſages declaring the Na- 
ture of the Son of God, (not as Dr. Clarke, gc. will have it, the me- 


taphyſical Manner, in which it was derived) not one of them is taken No- 


tice f; but ſtill the Divine Nature, and the metaphy/:cal Manner R 
deriving it confounded, as though the one could not be known except the 
other was. It would be eaſy to turn the greateſt Fart of the Doctors 
Citations againſt him upon this Head; for if upon his own Scheme he 
admits the Difficulty to be ſo great, as Irenzus, Novatian, and Euſe- 
bius are brought to tell us, (Seripture-Doctrine, pag. 273, &c.) How 
much more ſo is it upon the Scheme of his prac x. ? Indeed, compa- 
ratively ſpeaking, I ſee no Difficulty in his Scheme, which is not as great 
in conſidering the manner of any created Nature's Derivation from God. 
Euſebius's Authority, pag. 275. if this be ſo, will by no Means anſwer 
the end. For he expreſſes himſeif to this eng that if we can't (and 
he affirms we can't) ſhow how created Things came into Being, fo and 
much more unſearchable is, c. 
Me have it ſaid, (pag. 272.) That Generation when applied to God 
is but a figurative Expreſſion, (the Doctor might have ſaid ſo of all 
humane Expreſſiow in general when ſo applied), but the Queſtion is not 
about Derivation or Manner, but of Nature. The Criticiſm upon St. 
John is of no Force, except to furniſh us with a Reflection upon 5 
for Inconſiſtency, and upon the other ſacred Penmen. For though he only 
ſays in the 1 14 of John [he was] he hath. elſewhere called him the Son 
of God. the Only-begotten, as well as the other ſacred Writers, who have 
alſo carried his Account as far back as he. But beſides, if the Obſer« 
vation were in Fact true, the Concluſion would not 5 For to ſay, 
he was created, or emitted, or begotten, or eman'd, diſcover ts us the 
manner, no more than to ſay he was. They are all here figurative Ex- 
treſſions, and can be reſolved into nothing elſe but Being in general. 
Perhaps, indeed, we may ſay, that St. John ſpoke more ſublimely of 
him here than he himſelf, or the other Holy Writers had done in 2 
| ther 
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Dr. GRABE's Annotations concerning St. Pe- 
ter, Biſhop of Alexandria, and Martyr. 


O the Aute- Nicene Fathers cited by our very learned 
Author as evidence for the Divinity of our Lord, 

T have thought fit to add Perer Biſhop of that Church, the 
Church of Alexandria, from which Arius departed. He 


died a Martyr for the Chriſtian Faith about the Y car three 


hundred and eleven. Out of his Book concerning the 
Deity, the following Words among others, are alledged in 
the Council of Epheſus. © The Word being made Fleſh 
« by the Will of God, and found in Faſhion as a Man, 


«© was not deſerted by the Divinity.” And a little after: 


« Whence the Evangeliſt ſays truly, The Word was made 
cc Fleſh, and dwelt among us, namely, from the time that 
ce the Angel ſaluted the Virgin, ſaying, Hail thou that art 
cc highly favoured, God is with thee. For that, The Lord is 
cc with thee, is ſpoken by Gabriel inſtead of, God the Word 
* is with thee.” And again. «© God the Word, in the 
ce abſence of Man, according to the Will of God, who is 
« able to do all Things, was made Fleſh in the Womb 
& of the Virgin, not ſtanding in need of the Preſence or 
c Operation of Man. But that Peter believed Chriſt truly 
and eſſentially God, the word God being taken in a pro- 
er Signification, is plain from his Homily Of the comin 
n c | Ws 
of the Lord, out of which Leontius cites theſe Words in the 
r{t Book againſt Neſtorius and Extyches : « And he faid 


c to Judas, Doſt thou betray the Son of Man with a Kiſs ? 


« Theſe things, and the like, and all the Signs he did, and 
« the Powers ſhew that he was God, and was made Man. 
« Both Points then are demonſtrated, that he was God by 
« Nature, and that he was Man by Nature”. 


other place; for not finding how to ſpeak of this unſearchable Myſtery in 
any Word expreſſive of it, he reſolved upon ſaying [he was], i. e. upon 
uſing that Word which imports general Exiſtence, and by which God 
called himſelf ſpeaking to Moſes [6 @v]. TI can't but obſerve the Doctors 
Omiſſion of quan in tranſiating St. Baſil, pag. 345, and there are 


"Ta 


others of the ſame kind. 
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To theſe Teſtiomies of the Ante- Nicene Catholic Doctors 
hitherto cited in Proof of the Son's Conſubſtantiality might 
be added the Sayings of ſome Heretics, namely, of thoſe, 
who, though they denied the Truth of Chriſt's humane 
Nature, granted his Divinity. Bur becauſe theſe do not 
ſeem to be of ſo great Moment, and becauſe ſome of theſe 
had only a feigned Chriſt, or Son of God, and others of 
them made a fantaſtical Divinity of the Father and Son, I 
ſhall omit it. | 


CI CIC 0d 82 
SECT. 
Of the Cor eternal Exiſtence, 


. 


The Connection of this and the preceding Seti- 
on, the firſt Theſis of the Son's Eternity pro- 
pounded, &c. | | 


ge?) Aving eſtabliſh'd the Doctrine of the Son's Con- 
WW Ml fubſtantiality by the Suffrages of the Aute- Meene 
Mil Fathers, the Co-eternity of the ſame Son is a ne- 
ceeſſary Conſequence from it. For he that is tru- 
ly and properly God, and begotten of the Subſtanceof God, 
muſt neceſſarily have all Things proper to God, muſt be In- 
finite, Immenſe, Eternal, Almighty, Uncreate, Immutable, 
and have the other Properties, without which there can be 
no true Divinity. There is ſcarce a Writer ſince the Synod 
of Nice, who has not obſerved this againſt the Ariaus. 
But Cyril has explained it more largely in his ninth Book 
of the Theſaurus, and ſhews it to be more eſpecially a Con- 
ſequence with regard to Eternity. Amongſt others to 


this purpoſe, theſe Words are peculiarly plain and expreſs; - 


| © And 5 if he had been added to him, he had nor been 


bo 


„ Conſub- 
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6 Conſubſtantial ; ſo, ſince this was not, but he always 
« was with him, he muſt be altogether Conſubſtantial.“ 
And a little after: «© For nothing is Co-eternal with the 
e Father, which is not naturally of him, leſt we ſhould 
« ſay that was a Property of the Creatures, which only 
<« belongs to the Divine Nature. Therefore, though the 
<« Son hath a Principle bis Father, yer foraſmuch as he is of 
cc that Principle, and has a Nature concurrent with that 
&« Principle, he cannot be unlike him in Eſſence. For if 
dc he is of the Principle, he is Conſubſtantial with it. But 
« to be Conſubſtantial with the Father is not to be made 
& jn Time, leſt the Father be found to be ſo likewiſe, 

2. But ſince ſome Perſons, very fond of themſelves, 
think the Ante Nicene Fathers altogether ſo dull and ſtupid, 
as not to perceive ſuch a plain Conſequence, and therefore 
to have fag incoherent and inconſiſtent Opinions in 
this Article, I ſuppoſe it will be worth the while, to lay 
before the Reader the Opinions of the ſame Fathers con- 
cerning the co-eternal Exiſtence of the Son with the Fa- 
ther, diſtinctly and ſeparately. Some of theſe Teſtimonies 
Lhave cited indeed in the former Section, and upon another 
Account, but the Argument deſerves to be handled profeſ- 
ſedly. Since the antient Doctors of the Church have 
ſpoken concerning this Matter, differently in Style, though 
not in Subſtance, this third Section cannot be finiſhed in 
one Theſis, as the foregoing; but muſt be explained in 
more Concluſions, as the Caſe requires. Let the firſt The- 
ſis or Concluſion be this: | 


. The greater and better Part of the Ante-Nicene Doctors 
did plainly, clearly, and perſpicuonſly teach and profeſs 
the co-eternal Exiſtence of the Son, with God the Father. 


3. Of thoſe Fathers we juſtly give the Precedence to 
Ignatius, an ample Witneſs of the Catholic Doctrine in the 
Churches of the Apoſtolical Age. In his Epiſtle to Poly- 


carp, his Holy Brother Biſhop he thus ſpeaks : * Expect 


* p. 41. Vol. 2, Set, 3. 
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lim who is above Time, Eternal, Inviſible, thongh for our 
ſakes Y ifeble, not to be Felt, nor liable to Sufferings, but for 


our ſakes Paſſible, who ſuffered every Way for us. He plainly - 
ſpeaks of the Son of God, beſides other Attributes, aſcri- 
bing to him this, that he is above Time, and without Time. 
For ſuch was the Simplicity of this Apoſtolical Man, that 
he is not to be thought quibbling with the word Time, 
like the crafty Arians. I. Yoſſins has ſaid enough of the 
Authority of this Epiſtle to all impartial Men, in Nis Notes 
upon the Title of it. And our learned Pearſon, in the 
Preamble to his Vindiciæ, diſcourſing largely upon it, has fo. 


refuted Vſher's ſingular Opinion, that no Man can doubt, 


but that this Epiſtle is one of the Euſebian number. The 
_ ſame Ignatius very fully proclaims the Eternity of the Son 
in his Epiſtle ro the Aagneſians thus: There is one God, 
who manifeſted himſelf by Jeſus Chriſt, his Son, who is his 
Eternal Word, not proceeding from Silence *. „ 

4. I know there are ſome Perſons who from this contend 
that theſe Epiſtles are not /znarins's, becauſe the Words | not 
proceeding from Silence] touch upon that Error, which was 
properly Yalentinus's, and was not yet in being whilſt - 


natius Iiv'd. The Right Reverend Biſhop Pearſon (after 


Uſher, Voſſius, and Hammond, whoſe Writings had not ſa- 
tisfied Daille and others too much carried away by Party) 
about to anſwer this Objection at large, propoſes * to de- 
monſtrate theſe four Aſſertions; (1.) That thoſe Words 
[ot proceeding from Silence] ſtrike at the Hereſy of the 


1 Vol. 2. p. 19. Set. 8, * The Anſwer to the Queries ſays the 
Words [A AH] occurring in the following Citation, are with 
| great Reaſon ſuſpected to be ſpurious ; and alſo ſays, that the Writers 
of the firſt and ſecond Century expreſſed the Generation of the Son of 
God by other Terms—but hardly ventured to ſay, that he was arid tos, 
abſolutely and metaphyſically Eternal. Hardly! Not well guarded at 
all ! They did it frequently. The Nb & q Y are not the Words 
which cauſed this Epiſtle, &c. to be ſuſpected, but thoſe other Words, 
3X ao S aporhdwp, The interpolated Epiſtle will do our Au- 
thor no Service. They both expreſs one Notion ; they both expreſs or 
imply an Eternity, and that ſtrongly. See the place, and the Learned 
upon it. This Gentleman owns, I ſuppoſe, that d icio ſigniſies abſo- 
lutely and metaphyſically Eternal. 2 Vide cap. 3 and 4. Vind. Ig- 
nat. p. 352, Cc. In Patr, Apoſtol. Edit, Cotcleriana, Vol. 2. | 
| ED = . Ebionites. 
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Ebionites. (2.) That they don't belong to Valentinus at 
all. (3.) That the Hereſy, which is thought to be ſtruck 
at in thoſe Words is older than FValentinus, and was received 
from the Antient Gnoſtics. (4.) That it can't be certainly 


proved that Valentinus s Errors were altogether unknown to 


Ignatius. Inhandling theſe Points he ſo ſhews his general Learn- 
ing, and eſpecially his great Skill in Eccleſiaſtical Antiquity, as 
to deſerve the Honour and Admiration of all Learned and 
Pious Men; and he ſays ſuch Things, as are abundantly 
ſufficient to confute all the Cavils of Blondel and Daille. 
Im forced however to diſſent from that very Learned Fa- 
ther, whom IJ greatly honour and eſteem, in ſome Points, 
and I humbly entreat his Candour and Humanity, whilſt 
J freely propoſe my Opinion concerning this famous Place 
in Ignatius, eſpecially ſince the Confirmation of that mo- 


mentous Truth, I'm explaining, doth very much require 
it from me. I'm perſuaded Ignatius had no regard either 


to the Yalentinians, or the Ebionites, in the Words cited, or 
in the Paragraph to which they belong ; but to thoſe 
judaizing Gnaſtics, whoſe Leader Cerinthus was (a Man 
much more antient than Valentinus, and even Contempora- 


ry with the Apoſtles, and whoſe Hereſy greatly diſturbed: 
the 


Aſiatic Churches in the Times of Ignatius). Before I 
give my Reaſons for this Opinion, I'Il recite the entire 
Context of Ignatius's Diſcourſe, that the Matter may ap- 
pear the clearer. os h 
5. Thus the Holy Man ſpeaks to the Magneſians- 
e Run ye all together, as to one Temple of God, as to 
<« one Altar, as to one es Chriſt, who proceeded from 
e the one Father, exiſts in one, and * is gone [ro him]. 
& Be not deceived with falſe Doctrines, nor old unpro- 


cc fitable Fables. For if we ſtill live according to the | 


& TFewiſh Law, we confeſs that we have not received 
& Grace. For the moſt Holy Prophets lived according 
ce ro Jeſus Chriſt ; for which Cauſe they were perſecu- 
« ted, being inſpired by his Grace, to the end, that thoſe, 


8 I 9. Sect. 7. Vol. 2. Patr. Apoſt, * 80 the Archbiſhop tran- 


| 2 te; Yuen I. {tf will alſo admit ¶ and comprehends him]. 


a | « who 
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« ho were diſobedient, might have full Proof, that there 
« is one God, who manifeſted himſelf by Jeſus Chriſt, 
his Son, who is his eternal Word, not proceeding from 
<« Silence, who in all Things pleaſed him that ſent him. 
< If then they who lived in theſe old Things, are come 
<« to the new Hope, no longer Sabbatizing, but keeping 
ce rhe Lord's-Day, in which our Life aroſe by him, and 
ce by his Death, whom ſome deny, (by which Myſtery 
« we have received Grace to believe, and * by this ſuffer, 
<« that we may be found the Diſciples of Jeſus Chriſt, 
* our Lord). How then ſhall: we live without him, 
©. whoſe Diſciples the old Prophets were; and by the 
<« Spirit expected him as their Maſter ; and for this Cauſe, 
he, whom they juſtly waited for, when he came raiſed 
them from the Dead. Let us not then deſpiſe his Good- 
neſs. For if he ſhould deal with us, as we do with 
him, we ſhould not now exiſt. Since therefore we are 
his Diſciples, let us learn to live according to Chriſtia- 
niry. He who is called by any other Name than this, 
is not of God. Lay aſide then the bad Leven, grown 
old, and ſow'r, and be ye changed into the new Leven, 
* which is Jeſus Chriſt. Be ye ſalted with him, that 
none of you putrify in your ſelves ; for ye ſhall be diſ- 
covered by the Smell. It is abſurd to name the Name 
of Chriſt, and Fudaize. For Chriſtianity hath not be- 
© lieved into Judaiſin, but dee ge into Chriſtianity, 
that all People believing might be gathered to God. I 
ſpeak not theſe Things, my Beloved, becauſe T know 
ſome of = in this Condition, but as one leſs than you, 
** I'm deſirous to caution you, that ye fall not into the 
Snares of vain Opinions, and that ye be fully aſſured of 
the Birth, Paſſion, and Reſurrection of Jeſus Chriſt our 
Hope, accompliſh'd by him in the Government of Pon- 
© tius Pilate, molt truly and certainly, of which God for- 


bid that you ſhould be aſhamed, or turn away from 
- 6. them.” 5 


* "T-mutrousr. Arc hbiſtop wait. + Imitate us in our Needs, 
piunolai V. L mwalas Vedelius and Voſſius their Conecture. 
Cod. Nydp. we g I. Con jecture from Cem. Alex. pigheilar. 
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6. Here the Context plainly ſhews, that the fame He- 
retics are intended from beginning to end. Who were 
they ? Not the Yalentinians to be ſure, as Blondel and Daille 
have fancied. For by the Paragraph it is plain, that the 
Heretics ſtruck ar profeſſed udaiſin, which none of the 
Antients have told us of the Valentinians, nor any of the 
Moderns, that I know of. But Ignatius ſays of his Hete- 
rodox People, T hat they lived according to Judaiſm, that 
they Sabbatiz'd, profeſſed Feſus Chriſt, and yet Fudaiz'd. 
To this Argument brought by Biſhop Pearſon, the Ob- 
ſervator neither ſays, nor even can fay any Thing ſolid. 
Now as to the Ebionites, though they may indeed be cen- 
ſured for Judaizing, yer all beſides agrees better with the 
Gnoſtics, and ſome Things can't be underſtood of any other 
Perſons. For, (I.) Thoſe Words in which he exhorts the 
Magneſians, to come together as into one Feſus Chriſt, who 
came from the one, Father, is in the one, and returns to * or 
comprehends him, are plainly levelled againſt rhe Gnoſtics, 
and eſpecially the Cerinthians. For the Cerinthians did not 
believe in one Jeſus Chriſt, . but taught that Jeſus was one, 
and Chriſt another, who came down' from the ſupreme 
Power into Jeſus after his Baptiſm, and went again from 
Jeſus, before his Paſſion, to him who is the Fulneſs of all 
Things. Nor did they own one Father of Jeſus Chriſt : 
But they proteſt, as I ſhall ſhew hereafter from Trenæus, 


the Creator or Maker of the World to be the Father of 


Jeſus, and an Higher Power the Father of Chriſt. Then 
when Ignatius ſays, That the Prophets of the Old Teſtament 
were inſpired to perſuade Unbelievers, that there is one God, 
who manifeſted himſelf by Feſus Chriſt his Son; here again 
the Gnoſtics are manifeſtly glanc'd at. For they all, and 


they only taught that there was one God Maker of the 
World; another, who manifeſted himſelf to Men by his 
Son Chriſt. Farther, as for the Words ¶ not proceeding 
from Silence |, the Occaſion of this Diſquiſition, though I 


I can eaſily grant that they are added by Way of Explana- 


ye Gnoſtics denied that he comprehonded the Father, but not that 


be returned to him. 
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tion of what was ſaid before about the Eternity of the 
Word ; yet it ſeems plain to me, that Ignatius intended by 
them to obviate a wrong Notion of ſome Heretics con- 
cerning the Prolation of the Son. But the Ebiomites had 
never philoſophiz d upon it: The Gnaſtics indeed com- 
monly, and among them the Cerinthians conceived a 7 
abſurd Opinion concerning it, for the reproving whic 
theſe Words, as we ſhall ſee hereaſter, are very appoſite. 
Nay, I'm ſully perſuaded, the old Ebionites never uſed the 
Word a4 concerning Chriſt ; becauſe they rejected 
the Goſpel of St. Tom where Chriſt is ſo called, and 
uſed the Goſpel of St. Matthew only. Again, when 
Tonatins admoniſhes, That Chriſtians ſhould not Sabbatize, 
but keep the Lord's-Day, in which our Life is riſen by him, 
and by his Death, and ſubjoins, hich Death] ſome deny, 
he clearly ſignifies, that thoſe Judaizing Hererics, whom 
he cenſures, had to their Error of the neceſſary Obſerva- 
tion of the Moſaical Law, joined another worſe Error, 
i. e. the Denial of Chriſt's real Death and Paſſion. This 
can't be truly ſaid of the Ebionites, but it is very true of 
the Cerinthian Gnoſtics, as T ſhall ſhew hereafter. Laſtly, 
The Concluſion of Ignatiuss Diſcourſe plainly proves our 
Opinion: „ Theſe Things, ſays he, my Beloved, I fay 
e to you, not that I know any of you in this State; but 
&« as one leſs than you, I would preſerve you from fal- 
“ ling into the Snares of vain Opinions; take Care that 
cc ye be aſſured of the Birth, Paſſion, and Reſurrection, 
« in the time of the Government of Pontius Pilate, really 
“and truly accompliſh'd by Jeſus Chriſt our Hope, from 
« which, God forbid, that ye ſhould. be turned away.” 
From theſe Words it is clear, that the Heretics, concern- 
ing whom Ignatius forewarns them in the preceding Words, 
were not the Ebionites, but the Guoſtics, For he exhorts 
them, leſt they ſhould fall into the Snares of theſe Here- 
tics, to be fully perſuaded of the real Birth, Paſſion, and 
EReſurrection of Jeſus Chriſt in the Times of Pontius Pilate, 
and not ſuffer themſelves to be drawn aſide from this Per- 


Iren. lib. 1. ch. 26. p. 129. | 
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ſuaſion; he gives them this Advice, as a Preſervative againſt 


their Poiſon. But the Ebionites were not concerned at al}, 
though the Gnoſtics, and chiefly the Cerinthians, were deep- 


ly ſunk into theſe Opinions. The Gnoſtics, all of them, 


of what Denomination ſoever, denied the real Birth, Paſſi- 
on, and Reſurrection of Jeſus Chriſt, though not all, in 
the ſame way. This Jrenæus, the moſt curious Diſco- 
verer of the Gnoſtic Doctrines learnedly obſerves. After he 
has ſhewed how St. John glances at the Cerinthians and 
Nicolaitans in the beginning of the Goſpel, he deſcends 
to thoſe Words, Ch. i. v. 14. demonſtrating, that nei- 
ther the Cerinthians, nor any other Sect of the Gnoſtics did 
ſincerely own the Birth, Paſſion, and Incarnation of Je- 


ſus Chriſt. His Words are theſe : * According to them 
- Ts 


neither the Word was made Fleſh, nor Chriſt, nor Sa- 
viour, which is made up of them all. For they will 
not allow, that the Word and Chriſt came into this 
« World; but that our Saviour neither was incarnate, 
nor ſuffered, but deſcended like a Dove upon that l e- 
ſus who was made by the Oeconomy, and when he had 
declared the unknown Father aſcended into the Fulneſs. 
Some of them indeed ſay, that he, who was by the 
Oeconomy, Jeſus, who paſſed thro' the Virgin Mary, 
as Water through a Tube, was incarnate and ſuffered. 
Others ſay, it was the Son of the Creator, into whom 
that Jeſus, who was by. the Oeconomy, deſcended. 
Others again, that Jeſus was indeed born of Jaſeph and 
& Mary, and that Chriſt, who was from above, without 
Fleſh, and impaſſible, deſcended into him. But the 
Word was not made Fleſh, according to any Opinion 


cc 


cc of theſe Heretics. For if any one ſearches all their 


Rules, hell find that the Word of God, and Chrift, 
who is from above, is brought in by them all as with- 
te out Fleſh, and impaſſible, For ſome of them think he 
« was manifeſted in the Figure of a Man, but neither born, 
nor incarnate ; others think that he never took the 


« Shape of Man, but as a Dove deſcended into that Jeſus, 


Lib. 3, ch. 11. p. 257. 
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« who was born of Mary. The Diſciple of the Lord 
« therefore proving them all falſe Witneſſes, ſays, Aud the 
C Fordavas made Fleſh, and dwelt among us. Thus Ire- 
neus. Philaſtrins, Epiphanius and Auſtin give us this in 
peculiar of the Cerinthians; that they taught, Thar Jeſus 
was not yet riſen from the Dead, but would ſometime riſe 3 

4 at the beginning of the Aillennium, which they 
dreamr of. To theſe ada the Words of Ignatius, [Leſb 
je fall into the Snares of Vain. glory], which ſeem to reſpect 
the Gnoſtics, the Slaves of Vain-glory, Men that would 


appear wiſer than all others for their ſtrange Invention of 


the ons; who deſpiſed all others as more rude, and up- 
on this Account called themſelves Gneſtics. Hitherto all is 
clear, I ſuppoſe. £14. 5 yy 
7. But what ſhall we ſay to the Judaiſm, with which 
Ignatius upbraids theſe Hererics throughout the whole Pa- 
ragraph. Was not this the proper Mark of the Ebionites 
and Nazareans ? Does it agree to the Gnoſtics at all? Ves, 
alrogether. Eur though the Cerinthian Gnoſtics, as it ſeems, 
made no great Account of the Law, and the Fewiſh Rites, 
and even had a mean Opinion of the Author of it; that 
as long as the Power of the Fews ſtood, and they ſtirred up 
great Perſecutions (that is, till the utter. Deſtruction of the 


: ary under Adrian, at which time the Remains of them 
y 


this means, who not without Reaſon was very invete- 
rate againſt them, were brought into the greateſt Odium 
and Contempt) to avoid the Croſs, they Judaiz'd with 
them. Epiphanius, Philaſtrius, and Auſtin * tell us ex- 
preſsly, the Cerinthians taught the Neceſſity of Circumciſion, 
and keeping the Law. And Epiphanius oblerves, that Cerin- 
thus, though he revered the Law, did not adore the Angel 
or Law-giver of the eu¹s; nay, was fo far from it, as to 


| fay he was Evil, and to abhor him; but he durſt not 


teach and profeſs this openly, as Marcion did afterwards. 
It follows then, that Cerinthus did not Judaize from his 
Heart; but pretended a Zeal for the Law of Moſes for his 


r Epip', Hareſ. 28, = Philaſtrius in Cerintho, : Auguſt. de 
Hareſib, c. 8. ö : 
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own Advantage, to curry Favour with the Fews, and 
eſcape Perſecution. Hence moſt of the Cerinthiaus enjoin- 
ed others Circumciſion, but remained uncircumciſed them- 
ſelves. Upon which Account Ignatius hints at them in 
thoſe very remarkable Words to the Philadelphians : If any 
one teach you Judaiſm, don't hear him, For it is better to 
hear Chriſtianity from a Man who is circumciſed, than Ju- 
daiſm from one uncircumciſed. From theſe Words it is 
plain, that at the time this Epiſtle was wrote (fo that you 
may know the Antiquity of it to be agreeable to the Age 


of N there were ſome, though uncircumciſed, who 


profeſſed and taught Fudaiſm. Of theſe the Lord himſelf 
ſeems to me to ſpeak, in an Epiſtle ſent by John, the Ma- 
ſter of Ignatius, to the ſame Philadelphians, Apoc. lit. v. g. 
where mention is made of thoſe, who called themſelves 
Fews, and were not ſo, but ly'd. See alſo Apoc. ii. v. 9. 
In both places they are ſaid not to be Jeu, but the Syna- 
gogue of Satan, namely, becauſe, profeſſing to worſhip 
the God of 1ſrael, and the Law, being inſtigated by a Sa- 
tanical Spirit, they really deteſted and blaſphemed that 
God. Who were theſe? The Ebionites? No. For the 
Ebionites were all circumciſed, and religiouſly obſerved all 
the Law of Moſes. Therefore Ignatius plainly means the 
Cerinthian Gnoſtics in theſe Words; of whom alſo he ſpeaks 
in the Words preceding. For they are manifeſtly aimed 
at in thoſe we meet mT in the beginning of the Paragraph ; 
* Many Wolves who make a fair Appearance, and captivate 


thoſe who are coming to God, to wicked Pleaſure. And the 


great Dionyſins Ale xandrinas ſays of Cerinthas : That 
cc this was the Doctrine he taught, that the Kingdom of 
« Chriſt would be Earthly, and that we ſhould be con- 
cc yerſant with thoſe Things he deſired, being a Lover of 


c the Body, and wholly Carnal, namely, the Gratificati- 
c ons of the Belly and the Fleſh, Meats and Drinks, and 


« Marriages, and thoſe other ways, by which he thoughr 


« theſe Things might be more decently obtained, Feaſts 


ol. p. 32. Sect. 6. 2 p. 31. Sed. 2. Euſeb. Fed. 
Hiſt. 223. „ 50 ET 
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& and Sacrifices, and the Slaughter of Holy Things.“ 
The ſame Caius, a Presbyter, and a famous Man, wit- 


neſſed long before Dionyſius, where he ſpeaks thus of Ce- 
rinthus : Pretending wonderful Things diſcovered: to 


« him by Angels, he upon the Strength of them adds, | 


« that after the Reſurrection there will be an earth! 
Kingdom of Chriſt, and that Men ſhall again live in 
« FJeruſalem ſerving their Luſt and Pleaſures ; and being 
« an Enemy to the Holy Scriptures, and willing to de- 
ce ceive, he ſays the Number of the 1000 Years will be a 
c Marriage-Feaſt.” Cerinthus by this Bait of his Epicu- 
rean Millennium (which Ignatius juſtly calls wicked Pleas 
ſure) drew many Diſciples to him, or (as Ignatius again 

ſpeaks), captivated thoſe who were going to God. I go on 
with Ignatius to the Philadelphians: For —_— his ſol- 
 Jowing Words, [ If any one is of another Opinion, he doth not 
conſent to the Paſſion |, denote not Ebion, but Cerinthus, who 
wuh all the Groſtics (as I have obſerved from Jrenæus) 
denied the real Paſſion of Chriſt our Lord. 

8. I now come to the chief Point, to ſhew clearly how 
thoſe Words of Ignatius [2ho is his eternal Mord, not pro- 
ceeding from Silence ade at the Doctrine of Cæriuibus. I 
ſay then that Cerizthus had the ſame thoughts concerning 
the Production of the World, as Falentinus, and was his 
Predeceſſor in the Hereſy. This I prove from a very clear 
Teſtimony of Irenaus. Being about to ſhew how the 
Words of John in the beginning of his Goſpel deſtroy the 
Fictions of the Gnoſtics, eſpecially the Nicolaitans and Ce- 
rinthians, he writes thus: ohm the Diſciple of our Lord, 
« preaching this Faith, and willing by the preaching of 
the Goſpel to take away that Error, which was ſown 

« among Men by Cerinthus, and much ſooner, by thoſe 


ce called M icolaitans (a Set of that, which is falſly called 


*« Wiſdom) that he might confound them, that he might 
6 perſuade them that there is one God who made all Things 
c by his Word, and not as they ſay, that the Creator is 

5 one, and the Father of the Lord another, that there is 


2p. 85. F. A. p. 32.9.3: Lib. 3. c. 11. p. 257. » 
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& one Son of the Creator, another Chriſt from above, 
ec that he is impaſſible, that he defcended into Jeſus the 
* Son of the Creator, and again flew back into his Plero- 
cc ma or Fulneſs, that the Only-begotten hath a Beginning, 


ec but the Word is the true Son of the Only-begotten; and 


«« that this Creation of ours was not performed by the firſt 
« God, but by a certain Power much inferior ro him, 
« and cut off from a Communication with thoſe Things, 
« which are inviſible and ineffable. The Diſciple of the 
« Lord then willing to take in all theſe Things, and to 
eſtabliſh the Rule of Truth in the Church, that there is 
one God Almighty, who by his Word made all Things 
viſible and inviſible, fignifying alſo, that by the Word, 
„dy which God made the World, by the fame he gave 
« Salvation to -them that are in the World, thus began 
« with that Doctrine, which is in the Goſpel, In the be- 
« pinning as the Word.” Obſerve here Reader, the Con- 
{cnt of the Cerinthians and Valentiniaus. Firſt the Cerinthi- 
ans, no leſs than the Valentiniaus, made many Powers, m 
#vi{ibles and meffables, i. e. many eons between the fir 
God, and the Creator-of the World ; then both of them 
reckoned the Word among their e£0s. Again, both of 
them derived the Word not from the firſt or ſupreme Ge d 
immediately, but from the Monogenes, or Nu. Laſtly, 
Both of them denied the Eternity of the Word. It is plain 
in the Valeminiaus; and Jrencus expreſſly witneſſeth, that 
the Cerinthians attributed a beginning to the Manuogenes, 
whom they called the Father of the Word. 5 

9. As for the £/y3, who will not eaſily, and even with- 
out Evidence, believe that the Cerinthians derived their 
Monogenes from Sige, as the Yalentinians their Lagos from 
Monogenes? Eſpecially ſince Jrenæus hath expreſſly faid, 
that their Monogenes hath a beginning. For hence it fol- 
lows, according to Cerinthxs, that there was another on, 
or racher other e/£ons, before the Monogenes. And who 
ſhould thoſe be but Byrhxs and Sige ? Ir is certainly plain 
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. (whatever the Obſervator upon Pearſon pret nds to the con- 


trary) that the Monogenes was therefore ſo called by all the 
Grnoftics, who numbered him among their Eon, becauſe 


he 
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he only was next and immediately begotten of the firſt Pair 
of all their e/£ons. And then may this very place of the 
Author of the Epiſtle to the Magueſiaus (which the Learn- 
ed have proved from other very ftrong Arguments ro be 
the very Inat ius s) ſuffice to prove this Point with impar- 
tial Judgers. For I think, we have clearly enough demon- 
ſtrated, that by theſe Words (who is his eternal Word, not 
proceeding from Silence) not the Valentinians, but the Cerin- 
thians are hinted at. Another then beſides Yalentinus, Ce- 
rinthus by name, who was alſo more Antient, taughr that 
the Logos proceeded from Sige. Beſides the Grnoftics, who 
placed the Logos among their later /£ons, and denied his 
Eternity (which Jrenæus expreſſly ſays the Cerinthians did) 
they all are by conſequence, and even of Neceſſity to be 
accounred, to teach that the Word proceeded from Silence. 
For what elſe, I beſeech you, was the Lagos with all the 
Gnoſtics, but the Vocal Word of God? Now, if the Vocal 
Word of God did not exiſt, was not produced of infinite 
Ages, it muſt follow that God was ſilent, or that there was 
y, or Silence with God for infinite Ages; but that at 
laſt the Vocal Word of God broke out, as it were. Now 
this is what Ignatius rejects, whilſt he denies that the Word 
came from Silence. Whoſoever will weigh this Argument 
more cloſely, will find it irrefragable. Laſtly, Gregory Na- 
zianzen, an Author of the firſt Credit, expreſſly witneſ- 
ſeth, that the Cærinthians reckoned Bythus and Sige among 
their Æons : The time was when we were quiet from 
« Hereſies, when the Simonians, the Marcionites, and the 
ce Falentinians, the Baſilidians, the Cerdonians, the Cerinthi- 
« ans, and the Carpocratians, and all their trifling and mon- 
« ſtrous Schemes, which divided the God of the Univerſe 
into many Parts, and contended for what they called 
ce the Good with the Creator, were ſwallowed up in their 
C own ¶ Bythus| Abyſs, and buried in their own [=:94] 
« Silence, as they deſerved.” You obſerve the Cerinthi- 
ans are by Name in the Liſt of thoſe Groftics, who had 
their . and £190, | | 
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10. Tm aſhamed to mention a Cavil, by which the 
Obſervator upon Pearſon endeavours to elude this Teſti- 
mony of Næxianxen cited by him. “ Every one, ſay she, 
&« ſees that Gregory only meant this; that the Hereſies by 
« him ſpoken of were at laſt vaniſh'd, and gave the Church 
<« no diſturbance at all, and therefore he writes that they 
« were ſwallowed up in the Deep, and put to Silence, al- 


« Juding to the Profundum and Silentium of Valentiius; 


« to whom and his Followers, not to the other Heretics 
cc he names, theſe laſt Words of Nazzanzen relate.” But 
it is plainly falſe that theſe laſt Words of Nazianzenrelare only 
to the Valentinians. For Nazianzen, after he hath not only 
named Valentinus, but Simon, Marcion, Baſilides, Cerdon, 
Cerint hus, and Carpocrates, ſays of all theſe, that they and 
all their monſtrous Trifles are ſwallowed up in their own 
(obſerve this) Aby/5, and buried in their own Silence; 
which Alluſion would be abſurd, and altogether unworthy 
that very elegant Writer, unleſs the other Heretics named 
by him had alſo had their Byrhzes and Sige. Beſides, if Na- 
zianzen only intended, that the Heretics by him named 
were at laſt vaniſh'd, without reſpect to Bythus and Sige, 
of whom they all philoſophized, why, I beſeech you, Ji 
he not ſpeak in like manner of the other Heretics there men- 
tioned by him? Why does he not place them in the ſame 
Predicament with Simon, Valentinus, Baſilides, Cerinthus, 
& c? Theſe Words now immediately follow in Naxianxen: 
6 The evil Spirit of Montanus, and the Darkneſs of Manes, 
ce the inconſiderate Heat, or the Purity ſhall I fay, of 
« Novatus, and the wrong Aſſertion of the Monarchy in 
e Sabellixs, are ſunk and gone. Why does he not fay, 
care delivered up to Bythus and Sige? The Reaſon is 
plain. Theſe Heretics named the aft, and by themſelves, 
did not reverence Bythus and Sige, as the others did. Sure- 
ly Naxzianzen did not write theſe Words raſhly, and with- 
out thought, but attentively, carefully, and with a more 
than ordinary Exactneſs, attributing to every Hereſy what 
elonged to it: To Simon, Marcion, Valentinus, Bagilides, 
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cerduu,  Cerinthns and Carpocrates, comprehended in the for- 


mer Sentence, their Eythus and Sige, becauſe they all ac- 


know ledged them to be the firſt Pair of all their ont; 


and of Montanus and the reſt, reckoned by themſelves 
how accurately he has wrote Elias Cretenſis will ſnew you 
upon the Place: © MAontanus, ſays he, an impious, facri- 
« legious Fellow, who carried about with him a mad laſ- 
ce civious Wench, roſe to that Height of Preſumption, as 
<« to call her the Holy Ghoſt, whom this great Man has 
« juſtly called an evil Spirit, becauſe a wicked and impure 


* Spirit had poſſeſs d her. Manes affirmed that Matter, 


« and Darkneſs were increate and co- eternal with God. 
« * Novatus, a Presbyter of the Church of Rome, did not 
« admit them to Penance, who had abjured the Faith, nor 
e thoſe who had ſinned after Baptiſm, nor thoſe who had 


been twice Married; whom the Orthodox Fathers de- 
graded and excommunicated as rejecting Penitence, and 


cc 


« teaching that himſelf was Pure and Guiltleſs. Of Sa- 
« hellius he ſpeaks in the Oration, about his Doctrine, that 
« he contracted the three Perſons into that one of the 
« Father, and did not allow an Unity of the Godhead in 
« three Perſons. Thus Elias. As in the latter Sentence 


Naxzianzen rightly attributes to Montanus his evil Spirit, to 


Hanes his Darkneſs, to Novarns his feigned Purity, and laſt- 
ly, to Sabellius his wicked Monarchy ; ſo in the former 
Sentence he no leſs appoſitely aſſigns to Marcion, Simon, 
Valentinus, Cerinthus, &c. jointly their Byrhus and Sipe. 
11. But the chief Reaſon (if I don't Miſtake) x 3 the 
Obſervator had a Mind, that theſe laſt Words of Nazian- 
ren ſhould properly belong to the Yalentinians, not thoſe 
other Heretics named with them, contrary to the plain 
Senſe and Meaning of the Author, is, thar if theſe laſt 
Words were applied to them all, then to Marcion allo ; 
but Marcion, he thinks, for certain, never dreamt of By- 
thus and Sige, nor had any e-£ons at all. This is a mere 


Preſumption in the Obſervator. * For the ſame Nazian- 


cen not only attributes e-£oxs to the Marcionites, but al- 


* For Novatianus, 4 common Error in the Antients, * Orat. 44. 
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ſo allows them as many as the Valentinians had, namely, 
thirty. For he writes thus: “„ The Hebrews honour 
« ſeven, from the Law of Moſes; as the Pythagoreans af- 
c terwards four, by which they ſwear alſo ; the Simoni- 
« ans eight, and the Marcionites thirty, a Number of e/£ons 
« equal to which they invoke and honour.” Who 
doubts but that Nazianzen took this from ſome Writings 
of Marcion, or the Marcionites ; eſpecially when Elias Cre- 
renſis and Nicetas, who wrote Commentaries upon Nazian- 
zen, have ſaid the ſame Things? But the Obſervator here, 
according to his uſual Modeſty, charges Nazianzen with 
Impudence, and both his Scholiaſts with groſs Ignorance, 
for aſcribing thoſe Things to the Marcionites, which are 
proper to the Yalentivians. As though the ſame Whims 


could not be held in common by the Marcionites and Va- 


lentinians ; or, as though Nazianzen, Elias Cretenſis, and 
Nicetas did not- know, that Yalentinas firſt publiſh'd thir- 
ty Aon, and that Marcion fooliſhly. trode in his Steps. 
Nay, Elias Cretenſis expreſsly tells us this, and obſerves, 
that Nazianzen had acknowledged it. For in his Notes 

b has ſpoken of the firſt 
eight ons, he proceeds thus: * But the Marcionites, 
« making ill worſe, had in Reverence the Number thirty, 
&« becauſe they worſhipp'd thirty e£ons. For theſe Do- 
4e tards ſaid, that the Word and the Life had produced 
« ten Mons out of thoſe which the Simonians had be- 


c fore; and Man and the Church melde more, which 
added to the eight above-mentioned, made the Num- 


&« ber thirty. It would be ſuperfluous to write their 
4 Names, they are fo filly and deſpicable. The like to 
c theſe the Valentinians taught alſo. And this the great 

«© Man has cleared up in his Oration againſt rhe Arians. 
12. For all this the Obſervator will not vield, nor be- 
lieve that the Marcionites worſhipp'd thirty Æons. Why, 
I pray ? Becauſe the more antient Hereſiologers have ſaid 
nothing of it. I confeſs, that Jrenæus (whom Tertullian 
has imitated, to ſay nothing of Epiphanius, Philaſtrius, and 
Auſtin, who were younger than Nazianzen) in his firſt 
Book, where he profeſſedly enumerates the Tenets of the 
| anticnt 
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antient Heretics, and ſpeaks of Marcion, has ſaid no ſuch 
Thing of him; and hence the Obſervator confidently 
concludes, that the great Naziazzen and his Scholiaſts are 
miſtaken. But the Obſervator is miſtaken. For [renens 
jn the fame Book treating of Cerinthus, and the Ni" 
colajtans, mentions none of their e£oxs ; the ſame is true 
alſo of Tertullian. Are wel then to collect from hence, 
that neither the Cerinthians, nor Nicolaitans acknowledged 
any e/£ons ? This is trifling. Now Lrenæus by the bye 
in another place, which we have before cited, expreſs- 
ly teſtifies the contrary. The Caſe is this: Lrenæus in 
that firſt Book accurately deſcribes all the Opinions ß 
the Valentiniaus (ag inſt whom he chiefly wrote, and who 
very much interpolated and augmented the Dotage of the 
more antient Gnoſtics), but where he treats of the — Here- 
tics, generally ſpeaking, he only mentions their diſtinguiſh» 
ing Tenets. Hence it is that he ſay$ nothing of the Mons 
of the Nicolaitans, and Cerinthians there; who notwith- 
ſtanding (according to Irenæus) taught that the Logos was 
the Son of the Monogenes, and that the Monogenes himſelſf 
had a beginning from ſome other : Namely, becauſe this 
was an Opinion they had in common with the other Gno- 
ſlics. Yea, this is eſpecially to be obſerved concerning Ce- 
rinthus, that Irenæus — not in this place taken Notice of 
that noted Error of his, about obſerving the Maſaical Law, 
for the ſame Reaſon, becauſe others as well as he had fallen 
into it. Thus it is alſo, when he comes to Marcion, he 
ſays nothing of his Eons, and only relates his peculiar Opi- 
nions. Of theſe, this was the chief, that the God, preach- 
ed by the Law and the Prophets, was not only another from 
the ſupreme God, and much inferior to him (which all the 
former Gnoſtics taught) but was alſo Evil, and the Author 
of Evil, as Irenæus aſſerts in the ſame Place. He alſo ſays 
in the end of the ſame Chapter, that Marcion alone durſt 
openly curtail the Scriptures, and ſhameleſly ſpeak, againſt the 
ſrpr 67730 God. a 


. * Cap. 25. p. 126 and 17, p. 128. 
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e mult add that Irenæus himſelf doth elſewhere plain 


ly inform us, that Marcion was fo far of Yalentinus's Opini- 
on, as to think that the Logos was produced from Bythus 
and Sige. The Holy and Learned Man thus ſpeaks to the 
Gnoſtics : « A certain Prophet ſays of him (of the Son 
« of God) Who ſhall tell his Generation? But ye Theo- 
« Jopizing 3 the manner of Generation from the Father, 
« and transferring the Prolation or Utterance of a Word 
< made by the Tongue of Men to the Word of God, 
<« are juſtly diſcovered or convicted by us, as neither 
“ knowing things Humane, nor Divine. Being unrea- 
e ſonably puffed up, ye boldly pretend to know the un- 
« ſpeakable Myſteries of God; though even the Lord him- 
« felf, the Son of God hath granted that the Father alone 
c knows the Day of Judgment, manifeſtly ſaying : Of 


ec that Day and Hour knoweth no Man, neither the Son, but 


ce the Father only.” If then the Son was not aſhamed to re- 
« fer the Knowledge of that Day to the Father, neither 
cc do we bluſh to reſerve to God things more difficult with 
ce reſpect to us. For no one is above his Maſter. If any 
* one then ſhall ask us, How is the Son produced by the 
« Father? We anſwer him, that no Man knows thar 
ce Production, or Generation, or Nuncupation, or Reve- 
<« lation, or whatever you pleaſe to call it, ſince it is inex- 
cc plicable; not Valentinus, nor Marcion, nor Saturninus, 
cc nor Baſilides, & c. Since then his Generation is inexplica- 
« ble, they who attempt to explain the Generations, or 


c Prolations, are beſides themſelves, promiſing to explain 


« things inexplicable. For that a Word is produced by 
“ Thought and Senſe all Men know.“ Here Jrenæus ma- 
nifeſtly oppoſes the Heretics, who preſumed to explain the 
inexplicable Generation of the Word by common Compa- 
riſons, ſaying, that the Word of God was generated of the 
Father, as the Word of Man was uttered by the Tongue; 
and that the Divine Word, like the Humane, proceeded 
ſrom Cogitation and Senſe (by which Words it is plain the 
Interpreter of Irenæus was wont to render *r101ay or cu 


1 Lib. 2. ch. 48. p. 205. 
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and vc) of theſe fooling Heretical Groſtics, he reflects up- 


on Valentinus, Saturninus, Baſilides, and Marcion too, whom 


he joins next to Valentinus, namely, becauſe he was not only 


of Yalentinus's Opinion about the firſt Quaternion, (as alſo 


Cerinthus was, and Saturninus and Baſilides, and other of the 
Gnoſtics before Valentinus) bur alſo did reverence and hold 
the whole Pleroma, or Complement of his thirty e/£ons, 


as Gregory Nazianzen and his Learned Scholiaſts expreſlly 


ſay. This at leaſt is clear from this place of renews, that 
Marcion thought and taught as Valentinus did, that the 
Word of God was begotten of the Father, as the Word of 
Man is uttered by the Tongue, and that the Word of 


God, as the Word of Man, proceeds from Thought and 


| Senſe, 5. e. from Eunoea, or Sige and Nu. If it were not 
ſo, no Reaſon could be thought of, why /renexs in this Cen- 
ſure of ſuch mad Heretics ſhould by name charge Marcion, 
and even immediately join him with Yalentinas, as I ſaid be- 
fore. The Caſe is plain. Moreover Jrenæus doth in ano- 


ther place clearly enough inform us, that Marcion acknow- 
ledged Bythus and his Pleroma to be ſuperior to the Creator. 


For in the firſt Chapter of the ſecond Book (the Argu- 
ment of which is, that there is no God of the Oniverſe beſides 
the Pleroma, and that there is nothing beſides his Fulneſs, and 
that there are not two Gods immenſely diſtant from one another, 
&c. ) he accommodates thoſe Thi 

which he had principally wrote againſt the Yalentinians. 
« Theſe things, ſays he, are alſo in like manner fitted or 
& appoſite againſt the Marcionites. Marcions two Gods 
ce ill be contained and bounded by the immenſe Interval, 
cc which ſeparates them from one another. Thus there 
« will be a Neceſſity of imagining many Gods on every 
« part immenſely diſtant, beginning from and ending in 
cc one another; and by that Argument, by which they 
te attempt to teach that there is a Pleroma or God above or 
« Superior to the Maker of Heaven and Earth; by the 
&« ſame one may affirm, that there is another Pleroma above 
E that, and again another above that, and another Depth 
8 2 Lib. 2. c. 1. p. 145. 
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ings to the Mardcionites, 


« of 
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« of Cod below the Bythus, and the ſame of the Sides, 


ce and fo on in infinitum, and there will always be a Ne- 
cc ceſſity to imagine other Pleroma's and other Bythuſes, ne- 
« yer to ſtop, but always to enquire after others beſides 
ce thoſe named.” Thus Ireneus. Now how, I pray you, 
do theſe Abſurditics affect the Marcionites; how does this 
Argumentation touch them, unleſs they, as well as Valenti- 


nus thought this Bythus and Pleroma ſuperior to the Crea- 


tor 2 Surely it is manifeſt from this Place of Jrenæus, that 
Marcion not only acknowledged Bythus and his Pleroma 
but alſo taught that the Demiurgus, or he that made the 


World, exiſted out of this Pleroma of Bythus very far 


diſtant, and ſeparate from him; the very Opinions of Va- 
lentinus. But now that Jrenans manifeſtly ſignifies, that 


Marcion, as well as Valentinas, reverenced the Pleroma of By- 


thus; who would not readily believe Nazianzen, when he 
teſtifies, that Marcion, as well as Valentinus, worſhipped the 
thirty e/£ons ? Valentinus reckoned ſo many Mons in the 
Pleroma of Bythus, incluſive of Bythus. Laſtly, whereas 
VFalentinus made a certain middle place, or Vacuum below the 
Pleroma of Bythus, from which ſprung the Demiurgus, who 
is put in the loweſt Place; the ſame Irenæus expreſſly ſays, 
that in this alſo Marcion agreed with him: < Their Bythus 
« therefore, and his Pleroma and Marcions God are inſta- 
& ble. For, as they ſay, he hath ſomething under him, 
« which they call a Void, and a Shadow ; and this Void 
« is proved to be more unſtable than their Pleroma. Now 
ce this 15 as much as to ſay, that though the Pleroma con- 
cc tains within it all Things, the World was made by ſome 
« other. For they muſt confeſs ſome ſhapeleſs Void, in 
cc which this that is the Univerſe was made, within the 
ce Spiritural Pleroma. Here it is plain, that the Words 
| as they ſay} are referred to all thoſe, ſpoken of before. 
Now the Yalentinians are not only noted, but Marcion is 


cenſured by Name. Marcion therefore ſaid, as the Yalenti- 


zians, that there was a ſhapeleſs Void within the Spiritual 


Plroma, in which the Univerſe was made, and that by 


p. 148, 149. bb, 2. c. 3. 
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Maker different from the Supreme God. This is the Caſe. 
Moſt of Marcions Tenets (whatſoever ſome of his Diſci- 
ples and Followers have determined, who have variouſly in- 
terpolated, and changed ſome of them, and plainly denied 
others) were taken from the Reveries of the more Antient 
Gnoſtics, eſpecially Valentinus. This was Marcions own, 
that he firſt preſumed openly to blaſpheme the Demiurgus, 
by ſaying that he was Evil, and the Author of Evil. In 
a Word, Marcion plainly taught that there were two Gods, 
namely, Bythus the bed of the Spiritual Pleroma, and De- 
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miurgus who exiſted out of that Pleroma; the one he called 
the Good, the other the evil God. He took the Handle 
: of this impious Doctrine from his Maſter Cerdon, of whom 
f Irenæus writes thus: He taught that the God preach- 
2 « ed by the Law and the Prophets was not the Father of 
3 « our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; for as much as the \owwy was 


« known, the other not known, the one was Juſt, the 
cc other Good, Marcion of Pontus ſucceeded him, and im- 
 & proved the Doctrine by ſhameleſs Blaſphemies.. Cerdon 

denied the God of the Law and the Prophets to be Good, 
but he own'd him Juſt ; But Marcion ſtopt not here; he 
ſays, that he was the maker of Evil, a lover of Wars, incon- 
tant in his Purpoſe, and contrary to Himſelf, as the ſame Ire- 
neus tells us. Notwithſtanding the Cavil of the Obſerva- 
tor then concerning Aaron, the Authority of the great 

Naxianxen ſtands unſhaken, who taught that Cerinthus and 
the other Guoſtics before Valentinus worſhipped their Byrhus 
and Sige. | 

85 Beſides, the very learned Pearſon, ? by many other 
clear Teſtimonies of the Antients has proved, that the Gu 
ſtics before Valentinus owned the Sige as one of their ons. 

No Man of Chriſtian Candour and Sincerity can read the 

Obſervator's Anſwers to them, without Anger and Indigna- 

tion. We will produce one of thoſe Teſtimonies, and vin- 
dicate it from the Exceptions of that Sophiſt, before we 

conclude this Diſputation. “ Euſebius has a plain Teſtimo- 
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ny concerning Sige, as acknowledged by Simon himſelf, 
the Leader of the Gnoftics : What Marcellus has preſum- 
ec ed to ſuppoſe, namely, that formerly there was a God, 
ce and adds, that Quiet was with God, according to that 
« Prince of the Atheiſtical Hereſiarchs, who delivering 
« his Atheiſtical Doctrines, ſays there was God and Sige, 
&c: The Obſervator anſwers, firſt, That theſe words don t 
come up to the Purpoſe, as Pearſon thinks ; for Euſebius ſpeaks 
F God, not of Bythus, as Blondel obſerves. I'm not ig- 
norant that the Valentinians, and perhaps certain other Here- 
tics eſteemed their fabulous Bythus as a God, a Divine Per- 
ſon of the better Sex ; but I don't find that they ever honoured 
bim with the Title of God. Who would not wonder at 


this Anſwer ? Grant that Euſebius ſpeaks of God, not of 


Bythus, does he not expreſſly ſpeak of Sige, of Sige as the 
moſt nearly allied to God, and co-eternal? Now from 
other places we moſt certainly know, and have clearly de- 
mon ſtrated, that the Gnoſtics more Antient than Valentinus, 
and Co- eval with Ignatius, numbered the Logos among their 
latter Æons, which is ſufficient for our purpoſe. Neither 
does the Author of the Epiſtle to the agneans ſay any 


thing expreſily of Bythus ; but only tacitly blames that in 


the Heretics of his Time, that they derived the Lagos from 
Sige. Now ſurely, if it is plain, that the Gnaſtics, more 
Antient than Falentinus acknowledged Sige, and placed her 


in the higheſt Degree, and it is alſo plain that theſe Gno- 


ſtics placed the Logos in an inferior order of their e/£ons ; 
who does nor ſee the Weakneſs of that Argument uſed by 


Blondel and others, who, from the mention of the Logos 


proceeding from Sige by the Author of the Epiſtle to the 
Magneſians, inter that the Epiſtle does not belong to Iguati- 
ut; becauſe, forſooth, no one taught the Proceſſion of 
the Logos from Sige, till after the Days of Ignatius! Again, 
when the Obſervator ſays, that though the Yalentinians 
efteemed their fabulous Bythus as a God, & c. yet they ne- 
ver honoured him with that Appellation, he ſtabs himſelf 


with his own Sword, For hence it follows, that Euſebius 
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doth not ſpeak of Valentinus, which notwithſtanding he 
immediately affirms. If the Obſervator would rather be- 
lieve Elias Cretenſis, a very learned Writer, aſſiſted by 
many Monuments of the Antients, now loſt, than his own 

roundleſs Divination and Conjecture, he may eaſily learn 
from him, that the Gnoſtics in common acknowledged By- 
thus as the ſupreme Principle of all Things; but then that 
they did not all honour him with the name of God, and 
that that was only in frequent uſe with Simon and Marcion. 
Thus Elias after he has reckoned up all the Gnoſtics who 
had Philoſophized upon Byibus and Sie, notes this pecu- 
liarly of Simon and Marcion Some of them ſaid that Bythus 
as a God, and others that Sige was a God alſo ; as Simon 
and Marcion. Hence I ſuppoſe it came to pals that Jre- 
neus, in a Place cited before, ſpeaking of the Yalentinians and 
Marcion at the ſame time, has made this cautious Obſerva» 
tions: Their (the Valentinian's) Bythus therefore is unſta- 
ble, and his Pleroma, and Marcion's God. But here again 
the Obſervator has another poor Refuge. Beſ des, ſays 
cc he, let us ſuppoſe that God here in Euſebius is the ſame 
ce as Bythus in Irenæus, and the other Writers upon the Guo- 
& ſtics, it will not thence follow that the Copulation of By- 
* thus and Sige was reckoned among their Fictions by tha 
« Gnoſtics who were more Antient than Valentings ; for 
ce that Prince of the impious Heretics muſt be Valentinus, 
« who firſt dreamt of that Copulation of Hythus and Sige.”* 
But (beſides, that it hath been ſufficiently ſhewed already 
that Valentinus is not here treated of) if any one doubts 
who Euſebius means by the Prince of the impious Heretics, 


let him here Euſebius thus explaining himſelf ; Ve haus 


heard that Simon firſt was the Prince of all Hereſies. Nor 
is this manner of ſpeaking peculiar to Euſebius. For ¶ Prince 
of the Heretics] in the Antient Eccleſiaſtical Authors, as 
_ often ſignifies Simon Magus, as | Prince of the Poets | in pro- 
fane Authors denotes Virgil. As for the place of Euſebius, 
which is in queſtion, I know not whether any thing can 


be ſaid more emphatically [according to that very Prince of 


C Comment. in Orat, 23. Greg. Naz, 2 Ecel. Hiſt, lib, 2. c. 13. 
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the impious Hereſiarchs| to denote not only ſome ſingular 
Heretic, the moſt famous of all the impious Herd, but al- 
ſo one who was the Prince and Leader of them all. Now 
ſurely that was Simon, not Valentinus. = 


15. I've dwelt the longer upon theſe Things, becauſe 


I thought it worth while to illuſtrate this noble place of 


1 and becauſe it would be eſpecially uſeful, in re- 
uting the Arian Hereſy, and confirming the Nicene Faith, 
From hence the Arians may learn their Pedegree, their Pa- 
rents and Progenitors. The impious Gnoſtics firſt ſeparated 


the Logos, cr Word, from the ſupreme God: The Arians | 


do the ſame. The Gnoſtics firſt among the Chriſtians de- 

nied the Eternity of the Word; for they ſaid that Si- 
lence was before the Word, and therefore was, when the 
Word was not: The Arias ſay the fame in that celebra- 


ted Axiom of theirs. Hy mT, ON: 5% Ws The Senſe of | 


the Apoſtclical Doctors was contrary to this Dotage, as 
Ignatius, an ample Evidence, informs us. Ignatius taught 
againſt the Cerinthians, (Ignatius a Diſciple of the Apo- 


ſtles, and made Biſhop of Antioch, where the Diſciples 


were firſt called Chriſtians by them), that Chriſt the Son 
of Cod, is the Word of the moſt high God, not begot- 
ten of any inferior AÆZon; that he was the eternal Word 
of the very ſupreme God, not proceeding from Silence; 


that he is the eterral Word, before whom there never was 


Silence; that be always was, and is co-eval with God the 
Father. So alſo Irenæus, the Hearer and Diſciple of Poh- 
carp, Brother in the Lord to Ignatius, blames that in Ce- 
rimbus and the Nicolaitans, that they attributed a Begin- 
ning to A onogenes, wi om they called the Father of the 
Logos: Nay, he afferts, that St. John profeſſedly oppo- 
ſed this their Hereſy in the beginning of his Goſpel. The 
fame Jrenæus every where laſhes the Succeſſors of Ceriuthus 
for the ſame Hercſy. 1 will only cite a more remarkable 
Paſſage or two of this kind. The Biſhop and Martyr of 
Lyons thus diſcourſes againſt the Falentinians and their Bre- 
thren in Opinion concerning the Generation of the Son: 
. From him (Nw or Monogener) the Makers of this Plex 
Sp. 18, 169. Lib, 2, c. 18, 
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& roma ſay Logos and Zoe are derived, and underſtand the 
« Emiſſion of the Word humanely ; they divine againſt 
« God, and ſeem to find ſome great Matter in what they 
e ſay, that the Logos 1s derived from N#us; the Word from 
& the Mind; which indeed all Men know, becauſe it is ſo 
« likewiſe with Men: But there can be no ſuch Emiſh- 
& on or Derivation in him, who 1s God over all, all 
C Mind, and all Word, as we ſaid before, who has not 
« any Thing more antient, or late, not any one Thing 
<« before another in him, but is all equal, alike, and con- 
* tinues one. A little after he blames thoſe, « Who 
ce tranſlate the bringing forth of the Word pronounced by 
« Man, to the eternal Word of God, and allow a Begin- 
% ning and Nativity of that Prolation, as in the ſpeaking 
« a Word of their own. And wherein (ſays he) will 
ce the Word of God, or rather very God, as being the 
c Word, differ from the Word of Men, if it hath the 
i cc {ame Ordination and Emiſſion in its Nativity? You 
obſerve, Reader, that Jrenæus expreſ<ly reaches, that there 
5 is nothing before or after in God; and ſharply rebukes 
; the Gnoſtics for tranſlating the Utterance of a Word pro- 
5 nounced by Men to the eternal Word of God, and giving 
it a beginning of Proceſſion, as they do to their own Word. 
We have a parallel place to this, where Trenæus thus ſpeaks 
to the Gnoſtics: * Hence proceeds your Blindneſs and 
; ce Folly, that you reſerve nothing to God, bur pretend 
N cc to declare the Nativities and Proc ſſions of God him- 
cc ſelf, his Underſtanding, Word, Lite and Chriſt, and 
ce that taking them from nothing elſe but the Properties 
cc of Men; and ye underſtand not that in Man indeed, 
1 « who is a compound Animal, you may ſpeak (as I ſaid 
cc before) of the Senſe of the Man, and his Underſtands 
cc ing; and that the Under anding comes from Senſe, and 
« the Meditation from the Underſtanding, and the Word 
. from Meditation, (But what Word? For the Logos, 
cc which is principal, and thinks, is with the Greeks one 
« Thing, and the Organ through which it is emitted 


& Se Re I Os F e e i ol I RL eat 8 
2 e A 6 4 e . Cabal & - - ö 


Lib. 2, c. 47. p. 203, 204. 
4 4 F another), 


344 + A DEFENCE of 


e another), and that he ſometimes is quiet and holds his Peace, 
&« ſometimes ſpeaks and acts. But God, who is all Mind, 
c all Reaſon, all active Spirit, all Light, who is always the 
ce ſame and alike exiſting (as it is fir we ſhould think of 
« God, and as we learn from the Scriptures) it is not pro- 
ce bable he ſhould be thus affected or divided. For even in 


Senſe, becauſe of its Spirituality, whence our Reaſon is 
< kept, as it were, ſuffocated within, and not 8 forth 
e at once, as it is conceived by the Senſe, but by Parts, and 

& as the Tongue can be ſubſervient to the doing it. In 
theſe Words Jrenæus blaming the Dreams of the Gnoſtics 


concerning the Generation of the Son, obſerves two Dif- 


ferences between the bringing forth the Divine Word, and 
the Humane. (I.) Silence goes before the Humane Word, 
i. e. a Man is firſt ſilent, and then ſpeaks. Nor does his 


Word co-exiſt with his internal Conception. But we 


muſt philoſophize much otherwiſe concerning God, who 
is pure Mind, always the ſame, and alike exiſting, who 
hath neither Parts nor Paſſions; therefore is not firſt ſilent, 
then ſpeaks; but his Word is co- eternal with him. This 
was om Mind, when glancing at the Cerinthian Gno- 


flics, he fays of Chriſt, [Who is his eternal Word, not pro- 
ceeding from Silence]. '(2.) Then the Humane Word is 


not pronounced at one and the ſame time, but imperfectly, 
and by Parts: But nothing bur the perfect Word proceeds 
from the perfect God, and that, if I may fo ſpeak, in the 
one Moment of Eternity. 1 „ 
16. This infamous Original of the Arian Hereſy the 
great Ar hangſius underſtood, and upbraided the Arians 
with it. Thus in the zd Oration againſt the Arians he 
blames them as Imitators of Yalentinuss And a little after, 


becauſe they ſeparated the Son from the Father, and did 


not ſay that he was the Word of his Father, but a Crea- 
ture rather, he curſes them thus: The Impiety of Valenti- 


nus be with you ta Perdition, * Now what he calls the Im- 


* we 
r Vol. 1. Tom. 1. p. 613, 614. Vide etiam p. 461, 489. * And, 
<« They ſhould be aſhamed to tread in the Steps, and ſpeak the Language of 


© Vaentinng 


« Man the Tongue is not able to ſerve the Quickneſs of the 
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piety of Valentinus, we have clearly demonſtrated to have 
been common to him, and the Gnoſtics before him, even 
thoſe who were co-eval with the Apoſtles. The Queſti- 
on then, whether we are to hold the Faith of the Vicene 
Fathers, or that of Arius, will come to this; whether we 
are to prefer the Doctrine of the Apoſtles before the Ficti- 
ons of thoſe impious Gnoſtics, who diſturbed the Apoſtoli- 
cal Churches. I ſuppoſe no Chriſtian will deliberate up- 
on this. In ſhort, from what has been ſaid, it is mani 
feſt, that the Queſtion concerning the Divinity and Eter- 
nity of the Word, diſputed between the Nicene Fathers 
and Arius, was controverted in the Primitive Apoſtolical 
Church between thoſe wicked Mortals the Gnoſtics, and 
the Catholics, who conſtantly adhered to the Apoſtolical 
Doctrine; thoſe defending the Cauſe of Arius (to the im- 
mortal Honour of that Heretic), theſe ſtrenuouſly main- 
_ taining the Vicene Faith. Let the Arias then follow their 
Leaders at their own Peril, whilſt we content our ſelves 


5 


with the Apoſtolic Faith. 


« Valentinus and Carpocrates and other Heretics. Some of whom have 
& affirmed Angels to be of the ſame Nature with Chriſt; and Carpocrates 
« in particular ſis they are the Makers of the World.” Grabe from Athan, 


rat. 2. contia. Arian, Tom. 1. p. 179. Ed. Commel, 


Cnav. I. 


The Doctrine of Juſtin Martyr, Trenzus, and 
Clemens of Alexandria, concerning the Co- 
Eternity of the Jon. x 


USTIN. comes next after Jgnatins. The Jeſuit Pe- 
tavius either did not, or could not produce one Paſ- 
ſage from him againſt the Son's Co- eternity. Now 
we will bring ſome Teſtimonies our of him, which plain- 

ly confirm the Co- eternal Exiſtence of the Word, or Son 

pf God with his Father, Of this kind is that famous one 
. 5 * 3 7 ; in 
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in the Apology commonly c-led the firſt, in which Juſtin 
thus Diſcourſes of God the Father and rhe Son: * « We 
cc muſt not give the Father of all Things a Name, becauſe 
<« he is unbegotten, for whoſoever is called by a Name, 
4 hath ſome one older, who gives that Name. Now the 
« Words, Father, God, Creator, Lord, and Maſter are 
cc not Names, but Appcllations from his Beneficence and 
& his Works. Now his Son, who alone is properly cal- 
cc Jed Son, the Word, which was with him, and begot- 
< ten before the Creatures, when in the beginning he 
ac made and diſpoſed all Things by him, is called Chriſt ; 
c becauſe anointed, and becauſe God created all Things 
« by him: * An Appellation that contains in it an un- 
cc known Signification ; as the Appellation-[God] is not a 
Name, but an Idea of an inexplicable Thing, implanted 
ce jn Humane Nature: But Jeſus hath in it the Noti- 
cc on of a Man and a Saviour.” Fuſtin teaches in theſe 
Words, that there is properly no Name to God the Fa- 
ther, and the Son ; but that we give them certain Appel- 


tions from their Beneficence and their Works. Now he 


gives this Reaſon for this Aſſertion, becauſe God the Fa- 
ther is Unbegotten and Eternal, and the Son co-exiſts 
with him as his Word, and therefore both have no one 
older than themſelves to give them Names. Nay, Fuſtin 
attributes the Name Chriſt, to the Divinity, as though 
the Word, and Son of God co-exiſting with God the Fa- 
ther, and eternally born of him, being the eternal Splen- 
dour of the eternal Light, had then obtained that Name, 
when God the Father created and diſpoſed all Things by 
him. I dare not indeed anſwer for Fuſtin's Etymology 
of the name Chriſt ; but I cite theſe Words to ſhew his 
Opinion of the Divine, Erernal, ineffable Nature of Chriſt. 
Notwithſtanding there are other Antients who have re- 


7 Juſtin. p Pr. Whitby not content to drop this part of 
Juſtin's Words, has miſinterfreted the former part, and ſuggeſted to his 
Reader that Chriſt is oppoſed to Goa. the 012 having a Name, the other 
only an Appellat on; whereas the Obfoſetioa is Plainly made between the 
Divine and Humane Nature of Chriſt, 


ferred 
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ferred the name Chriſt, to the Divine Nature of our 


E Lord. 


2. Theſe Words of Fuſtin cited from the Apology to 


the Emperor will be much illuſtrated, when compared 


with a place 1n his Exhortation to the Gentiles, where in- 


| tending to ſhew that his Friend Plato had been obliged to 


Moſes for his T9 %, he thus diſcourſes : * „Having heard 
« in Egypt that God faid to Moſes, I am he that is, when 
& he was about to ſend him to the Hebrews, he knew 


c that God did not tell him his proper Name. For it is 


cc not poſſible that he ſhould have one: For Names are 


„% given for the Manifcſtation and Diſtinction of the 


« Things, to which they are given, being many and di- 
cc verſe. But no Name was ever given to God by an 

c“ one pre- exiſtent to him: Nor has he thought fit to 
« Name himſelf, being one and alone, as he witneſſeth by 
& the Prophets, ſay ing; I am God the firſt and the laſt, 
cc and beſides me there is no other. For this Reaſon there- 


ee fore (as I ſaid before) God when he ſent Moſes to the 


e Hebrews mentioned no Name, but by a certain Partici- 


cc ple my ſtically teaches, that he is the one only God, J. 
&« ſays he, am he that is, (5 d.).“ What the Import of 


the Participle is, by which God, who had no proper 
Name, ſignified himſelf to Moſes, Faſtin ſome time after 


plainly declares. For after he had ſaid that the [b % 


of Moſes was the ſame as Plato's [To 8, ], he adds, Both of 
the Expreſſions ſcem proper to God, for he only is he that is, or 
the exiſtent Being. But that the Son of God was he that 
appeared to A4oſes in the Buſh, and ſaid, I am the exiſtent 
Being, Fuſtin in his Dialogue with Trypho eagerly con- 
tends. + The Caſe is this. That Deſcription of God in 
Moſes [I am] equally agrees to God the Father and the 
Son as to one God, always ſaving the Diſtinction of Per- 


ſons. Which is excellen'ly explained by Juſtin in the 


place firſt cited out of the Apology, after this manner: 
God the Father is [4 , the Exiſtent, as always exiſting 
of himſelf ; God the Son is [+ ], the Exiſtent, as exiſt- 


» Caius in Photio, Cod. 48. & Gregory Naz. Orat. 36. p. 19. 
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ing with the Father, and eternally begotten of him. Now 


the Son of God is elſewhere ſaid plainly to be always ex- 


jſtent, namely, near the end of the Epiſtle to Diognetus ; 
where the Chriſtian Philoſopher thus ſpeaks of God the 
Son, ſent into the We rld by God the Father: “ Thoſe 
« who were accounted Faithful by him have known the 
« Myſteries of the Father, for what Cauſe he ſent the Son 
<< to appear to the World, who being diſgraced by the 
cc People, and preached by the Apoſtles, was believed b 

<< the Gentiles. He who was from the beginning, but hat 

<« lately appeared, ** * and always begotten anew in the 
«« Minds of the Saints. He who was always, but to Day 


« js reckoned a Son. Of this place, if I miſtake not, 


this is the genuine Senſe : The Son of God hath certain 
new, and as it were, late Nativities (as when he was born 
to the World, when he came ſorth from the Father, for 
the Creation of all Things ; again, when he was born in a 
wonderful manner, and deſcending into the Womb of the 
moſt blefled Virgin, was, as [renews ſpeaks, united to her 
Subſtance, and born of her ; laſtly, as when he is daily born 
in the Hearts of the pious, who embrace him by Faith and 
Charity), but yet he never was new, or of late Date; but 
the Son of God the Father always, and exiſted from Eter- 
nity. - Another place of Poe muſt by all means be com- 
pared with this: It is in the Dialogue with Trypho, where 
upon thoſe Words of God the Father by David: Thou 
art my Son, this Day have J begotten thee ; he makes this 


Nore, * faying, That his Generation was then to Man, when 


the Knowledge of him was about to be diſcovered. You will 
obſerve with me, that, in the firſt Words of the place 
cited from the Epiſtle to Diognetus, Fuſtin manifeſtly al- 
ludes to the famous place of St. Paul to Timothy ; and 
with the modern Catholics interprets it of the Son of 
God incarnate. Compare the place of Hermas cited, Sec. 
25 ch. 2. 1. Jo 


3. But it is now time to wipe off the Aſperſions 


thrown upon this learned Author and Holy Martyr by 


J p. 501. 2 p. 316. 


2 - Ep. Tim, ch. i. v. ult. 
Siuaandius 
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Sandius. He fays Juſtin taught, That there was a time, 
when that, which as begotten, was not (than which what, 
ſays he, can come nearer that common ſaying of the Arians, 
There was a time, when the Son was not?) And in another 
place, that [begotten] and ¶ made] don't differ in Reality, but 
in Sound "7 3 for every Thing that is begotten, is made; 
and ſo on the other hand. From this and many other To- 
kens, it appears, that Sandius hath cited the Teſtimonies 
of the Antients, either with no Judgment, or no Conſci- 
ence. For firſt, he hath cited the latter Saying out of. the 
Queſtions and Anſwers to the Gentiles, a Work which (as 
Sandins 3 himſelf tells us) is by the Conſent of all learned 
Men faid to be none of Juſtins. The former is only 
found in the Confutation of the Opinions of Ariſtotle, a. 

Book rejected alſo as ſpurious by moſt. Conſult 5 River. 
But then, what 1s the beſt is, that neither of theſe places 


' anſwers Sandliuss end. For in both the places, the Au- 


thor, whoever he was, does not ſpeak of the Son of God, 
but diſputes againſt the Philoſophers, who aſſerted the 
Eternity of the World. Againſt them he uſes this Argu- 
ment: The World is & created and made, therefore there was 
a time when it as not. Surely thoſe Things are quite be- 
ſide the Queſtion. | 1 5 e 

4+ We now come to Jrenaæus. We have heard indeed 
a little before, that he, as well as Ignatius, oppoſed the 
Gnoſtics, who denied the Eternity of the World. To the 
Teſtimonies there alledged, theſe plain ones may be added. 
In the third Book, Chap. 20. he thus writes concerning 
the eternal Exiſtence of the Son: 7? « All the Contradicti- 
&« on of thoſe that fay, if he was then born, he was not 
« before, is excluded. For we have ſhewn, that he did 
« not then begin to be, but always exiſted with the Fa- 
« ther; but when he was incarnare, and made Man, he 
« took upon himſelf our miſerably forlorn Condition 
« compendiouſly procuring Salvation for us. We have 


1 Sandius Hiſt. Enuclcat. lib. 1. Secul. 2. p. 77. *p. 189. p. 
44, 45. De Veteribus Scriptoribus Eccleſiaſticis. p. 230. ch. 20. 
$ Critic. Saer. lib. 2. c. 5. *Teyruròg 9 Jwsgyurss 5 This 
Section, ch, 1. n. 15. 7 p. 282. 


a placg 
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a place parallel to this in the ſecond Book, Chap. 55. in 
the end: The Son being always co-exiſtent with the 


« Father, now and from the beginning reveals the Fa- 
« ther. But he very plainly declares the Son's Eterni- 
ty, where he repels the proud arrogant Profeſſion of Know- 
ledge among the Gnoſtics, by a Compariſon between Man, 
and the Word, or Son of God. We have cited the en- 
tire place before upon another Account, * and therefore 
ſhall only recite fuch part of it now, as is to our preſent 
purpoſe : Thou art not unmade, O Man, nor didſt 
cc always exiſt with God, as his own Word: But thro' 
« his extraordinary Goodneſs, being now brought into 
Being, by Degrees learneſt from the Word the Diſpen- 
cc ſfations of God, who made thee.” This was the con- 


ſtant Doctrine of Irenæus. I dare undertake for it, if you 
turn over all his Books, you'll not find one tittle oppo- 


ſite to the Co- eternity of the Son; ſo that I can't enough 
wonder at the Confidence of Sandius and others, who have 
not been aſhamed to rank Irenæus with the Arianizing Fa- 
thers. | | 

5. Clement of Alexandria is next to be mentioned, who 
alſo very often and plainly preaches up the Eternity of the 
Son. Thus in the Exhortatory to the Gentiles, * T his Fe- 
ſus is Eternal, the one great Holy Prieſt of the one God, who 
# alſo his Father, 8c. In the end of the Pædagogus, a place 


1 p. 214. | 
has not dealt fairly with his Reader in pretending this to be a Compari- 
ſon between the Word and the Creatures, whereas it is only a Compariſon 
between the Knowledge of the Creator and the Creatures. It is very 


true the Title of the Chapter is, [What Things can be ſolved by us, 


and what muſt be left to God the Creator], the main of the Chapter 
alſo is, as the Doctor refreſents, but then, this is nothing to the purpoſe z 
for the Words cited by the Biſhop are an incidental Compariſon betwixt 
the Word and Man, in which the one is ſaid to be infectus unmade, and 
the other to be initium facturæ accipiens, a Being who had a begin- 
ning. This Compariſon alſo is given as a Reaſon why we ſhould not 


aſſume to be as wiſe as God our Creator, and the Word of God is there- 


in uſed convert:bly with God and the Creator. I join with the Doctor 
in deſiring the Reader to judge between him and the very honeſt and 


accurate Prelate, by looking at the place in the Original. 3 p. 55. in 


fine. d id tog. 


I have 


* 
— 


2 Sect. 2. ch. F. n. 5. Dr. Whitby ſays the Biſhop 
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J have cited entirely before, he ſays, The Father and the 
Sow are one God, by whom is Eternity; which would not be 
right, unleſs the Son, as well as the Father, was Eternal. 
After the Pædagogus, is St. Clements Hymn to Chriſt, 
which though omitted in ſome 5 15 is found in moſt, 
and was certainly added by Clement himſelf, as is very ma- 
nifeſt from the laſt Words of the Pædagogus. In that 
Hymn, beſides other A tributes of Chriſt's, he is greatly 
celebrated for his Eternity in theſe Words: Eternal Mord, 
infinite Age or e/£on, * eternal Light. This Hymn ſeems 
to me to be taken by Clement, out of the ſacred Songs 
uſed in the Primitive Church, or at leaſt compoſed in Imi- 
ration of them. Concerning theſe Songs Caius has a re- 
markable Paſſage, where among other Things he anſwers 
thus to Artemon, impudently objecting, that the Doctrine 
of the Son's Eternity was not AT in the Church till 
'  Viftor's time: The Pſalms and Songs, all that were wrote 
by the faithful Brethren from the beginning, celebrate Chriſt 
the Son of God, calling him God. Ot the ſame Hymns Pliny 
thus ſpeaks from the Confeſſion of the Chriſtians : * * They 
« affirmed this was the Sum of their Crime or Error, that 
ce they were wont to meet upon a certain Day, before it 
cc was Light, and alternately ſing an Hymn to Chriſt, as 
c God.” Vea, in the very Times of the Apoſtles, rhe 
Eternal and Divine Majeſty of the Son was celebrated b 
the Faithful in the publick Liturgy ; as (God be vraiſed) 
it is now, and (I ſurely Prophecy) ſhall be to the end of 
the World, maugre the Arians, the Socinians, and all the 
other Aſſertors of the Apoſtacy, which denies God, as 
Caius ſpeaks. But to return to Clement. | 
6. He has a famous place concerning the Infinity and 
Eternity of the Son in the 4th Book of the Stromata - 
« 5 He is not to be c-nceived in the Notion of every one 
ce of his Powers. The Son is not truly one, as one; 
© nor many, as Parts; but he is one all, whence are all 
« Things. He is the Circle of all Powers wrapt up and 


7 ect. 2. ch. 6. n. 4. A. r. 2 Euſeb, E. H. lib. 5. 
ch. 28. p. 159, + Ep. 97. lib, 16, p. 391. 


ce united 


for his purpoſe, the Commentator 
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cc united in one. For this Reaſon the Word is called 


« Alpha and Omega, of whom alone the beginning is the 
6 5 and who ends again in the beginning from above, 


cc having no Separation or Diſtance. In which Words, 
though ſome T ng are obſcure, there is this plain Senſe : 
In the Exiſtence o 

was no time, when he was not ; there will not be an 
time, when he will not be; but he is like a Circle inf 
nite, without beginning and end. But the ſame Clement 
very clearly confeſſes the eternal Exiſtence of the Son, 
Strom. 7. * For not far from the beginning of that Book 
he expreſsly calls the Son of God, Eternal and without be- 
ginning, the Te and firſt Fruit of all hs Two 
Pages * after this he therefore proves, that Chriſt the Lord 
is the common Saviour of all Men, becauſe neither Impo- 


tence nor Envy could hinder him from procuring the 


Salvation of Mankind; not Impotence, becauſe no Body 


can hinder him but the Father, whoſe Power and Will is 


one with his; not Envy, becauſe he who is Impaſſible 


and Eternal is not capable of it. The Words are theſe : 
« Neither could he be hindered by another, who is Lord 


cc of all, and eſpecially adminiſters to the Will of the Gra- 
cc cjous and Almighty Father; nor can Envy affect him, 


« who was Eternally impaſſible. Theſe Things Clement 


conſtantly taught, nor is any Thing to be found in his 


genuine Writings inconſiſtent with them. 


7. Now when I look back upon the four Witneſſes 
cited by me in this, and the preceding Chapter, namely, 
Nuarius, Tuſtin, Irenens and Clement ; and conſider with 


2 p. 503. prope finem. ayegyoy. * p. Fog. dyagy as d e 


voce Theſe Paſſages I have noted for the ſake of the Anſwerer o 
— — who ſays that the Orthodox wn the 1 0 Nie 
would not ſay it [the Word] was ayggy os or ayeyrymus Eternal. That 
Author either muſt refer theſe Words ro Duration, not Principle, or elſe 
they are very impertinent. And if þ how the 49 Apoſt. Can. will be 

onarus, as cited by him, and the 
Canon at large will ſhew every intelligent Reader. The Tranſlation of 
Zonarus would lead a Perſon to think, that the Father only is to be 


to be worſhipp'd as unoriginate, 


worſhipp'd, but the place ought to be render d, That the Father alone is 


— — 1 * 


the Son, there is no Diſtance; there 
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my ſelf; how great Men they were, I ſeem to have ſuffi- 
ciently confirmed the Eternity of the Son by the Autho- 
rity of the Antients; though I could not produce any 
Thing out of the other Fathers to prove my Theſs. For 
Ignatiur was a Hearer of the Apoſtles themſelves, eſpecial- 
ly of St. John, who by the Divine Counſel ſeems to have 
been preſerved alive, after. the other Apoſtles, to defend 
the Divinity of Chriſt againſt the growing Hereſies. Ju- 
ſtin was crowned with Martyrdom ſome Years before St. 


 Polycarp's Conſummation, whence in his Epiſtle ro Diag- 


netus, he calls himſelf, as we have obſerved before, a Diſ- 
ciple of the Apoſtles, (namely, thoſe of the lower Order, 
the Doctors placed in the Church by the Apoſtles them- 
ſelves), Irenæus profeſſes himſelf a Hearer of Pohcarp, who 
had his Divinity from St. John. Laſtly, Clement of 
Alexandria boaſted of his celebrated Maſter Pautænus, Apo- 
ſtle of the Indians after Bartholomew, who is ſaid, by ſome 
of the Antients, to have been a Diſciple of the Apoſtles, 
but who, without doubt, converſed with the Apoſtolical 


Doctors. But, God be praiſed, we are not ſo ſtraightened. + 


We have yet a Cloud of Witneſſes, Catholic Doctors and 

Ante-Nicene, who have delivered down the ſame Doctrine 

concerning the Son's Eternity. Their Evidence we will 
cite in Order hereafter. 4 


Dr., G RAB E Annotations concerning Juſtin 
; | Martyr. - 1 


HE Learned Author hath in the firſt place produ- 
I. ced the Words of Juſtin for the Eternity of the 
Son with the Father, and among others theſe, [5 X295 =go 
Toy nd e E · N.] which ſhould be thus rendered, The 


Mord, which was with the Father before all Creatures, and 


begotten, when (reading quando, not quoniam, as it is in all 
Editions, the late Oxford one not excepted) in the begin- 


ning he created all Things, and diſpoſed them. It is to be 


noted, that the reading is 97+, not in, and that the Mem- 


1 Sect. 1. ch 2 8, ? 
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— x” _ — — —— ꝑ > —— — io £ 
. - —— 


ll 364 A DEFENCE of 

10 ber #7s Thy A - A. is to be conſtrued, with the pre- | 

Wit: eeding hre, not the ſubſequent erde wr NAI. | ; 

fl: Otherwiſe the Martyr would ſcarce avoid a Tautology, | | 

li when to explain the Erymology of Chriſt's Name ; ; ] 

10 immediately adds, that he was fo called w7e 7% Nen 

[it S x0gunru Y 7%. I have formerly noted upon that place, 

1104 that Juſtin hath expreſſed two Notions in the two Words, 

1 and the repeated Particle xj ovvav νναν,j : In the Þ | 

1 former, the eternal Exiſtence in and with the Father; in 

— 64 the latter, the Generation or Proceſſion from the Father ä 

wh before the Creation, and in Order to it: Of which ſee | | 

10 our excellent Author about the end of Sect. 2. of this 

Ve Chapter. Parallel to theſe are thoſe Words of Theophilus ' 

[We Antiochenus, and very fit to explain them; where he calls | 
the Son of God, The Word, who is abways in the Mind ß © 
God; and a little after he adds, But 2yhen God had a Mind 
to make theſe Things which he had conſulted about, he begat 
and brought forth this Word, the Firſt-born of every Creature. f 
From what has been ſaid we may explain, what we read | 
concerning Chriſt in the Dialogue of Juſtin Martyr with | 
Trypho, * where Trypho ſpeaking in Juſtin's Senſe, ſays, He 
pre-exiſted being God before Ages. And Fuſtin himſelf ſays, 
3. Who was God before the Creation of the World, In like I 
manner: *« This Birth, which really proceeded from the | | 
« Father, before the Creation, and the Father converſed | 
« with him, as the Word hath told us by Solomon, that | 
« in the beginning before all his Works, this ſame Son Þ s 
«« was begotten by the Father. The Words above- cited 8 
out of the firſt Apology, and ſome a little before in this Dia- . 
logue perſuade us to read «9x29 for agx3 : God hath begot- c 
ten a certain rational Power of himſalf, in the beginning before | 
all bis Works. That rational Power was from all Erernity ; 
in the Father, but in the beginning of the Creation of all 8 
Things proceeded from him, and was manifeſted out of | 
him. As Tatian © the Diſciple of Fuſtin ſaith, He was 
with him by a rational Power, and the Word which was in 


* Juſtin Martyr. Append. too. * p. 267. p. 276. 4p. 285. 


p. 284. A. Append, Juſtin Martyr. p. 145, E 
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lum, ſubfited ; and when it pleaſed his Simplicity, the Ward | 


roceeded from him. For ſo I rather chooſe to render it 
than, The Ward proceeded from his Simplicity, when he 
pleaſed. | 


Of IRENEUS. 


O the Teſtimonies cited by the Reverend Authors 
F for the Co- eternity of the Son, from Ir. næus, I add 
what the ſame Perſon ſays, aſſerting the Eternity of the 
Holy Spirit alſo. « His Word and Wiſdom, Son and 


& Spirit are always with him (God the Father) by whom, 


“ and in whom he freely, and of his own accord made all 
c Things, and to whom he ſpeaks, faying, Let us make 


© Man after our Image and Similitude. And a little after, 


« We have Ae by many 3 that the 
« Word, 1. e. the Son is always with the Father. That 
« the Wiſdom alſo, 4. e. the Spirit was alſo with God 
cc before all Creation, he ſays by Solomon, God founded 
ce the Earth in Wiſdom.” You'll fay Irenazs * himſelf 
explains [ always | by ¶ before all Creation] or [before the Cye- 
ation of Things], not from Eternity; and that the fame 
is plain from the Demonſtration he cites. For there he 
has reſpect to Book 3. Chap. 11 and 18. as we may ga- 
ther from a parallel place, which begins thus, Book, 3. Chap. 
20. „ Having manifeſtly ſhewn, tliat the Word, which 
<« exiſted with God in the beginning, by whom all 
« Things were made, and who was always with Man- 
« kind, was in the laſt Times, according to the time pre- 
ce determined of God, united to his Body, and made a 
<« paſſible Man; all the Contradiction of thoſe is excluded, 
« who ſay, if then he was born, he was not before. For 
« we have ſhewn, that he did not then begin to be, but 
« always exiſted with the Father. But nothing more 
can be deduced from the Doctrine of the preceding Chap- 
ters 18 and 11. than that Chriſt, the Word, and Only- 


Lib. 4. c. 37. P. 369. id. p. 37. p. 254» 275. 
292 | | | 
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begotten Son of God exiſted before his Incarnation, and 
even the Creation of the World : Which though the Ebio- 
mites in the Times of Irenæus, and the preſent Socinians de- 
ny, the Arias did not, but only his eternal Co- exiſtence 
with the eternal Father. I anſwer, that Trenæus, whilſt he 
diſcourſes of Chriſt's Exiſtence before his Mother the 
Virgin Mary, and even the Creation, in the ſaid places, 
ſuppoſes his Eternity, and indeed has declared himſelf 
plainly enough, when he ſays in theſe very places, that 


He was abvays preſent, and exiſtent with God his Father; 


which would be falſe, if the Arian Aſſertion was true, that 
there was a time, when God the Father exiſted without 
the Word, or Son of God. And as from the Words of 
Irenæus lately alledged, namely, T hat Chriſt was always with 
Mankind, you may rightly, conclude, that Mankind never 
was, when Chriſt was not; ſo from thoſe other Words, 
wherein he again.and again teaches, that the Word was 


always preſent and exiſtent with the Father; you may 


juſtly conclude, that God never was, when the Word was 
not, and therefore that he is Eternal and without begin- 
ning. This alſo Jrenæus very clearly teaches, whilſt he 
rebukes the Yalentinians, for tranſlating the Pronounciation 
of the Word of Man to the eternal Word of God, allow- 
ing him only ſuch a Proceſſion and Narivity, as their own 
Word, which hath a beginning. This he contends is 
abſurd, if the Word be God. If then he had attributed 
to the Word a beginning of Exiftence, or had denied his 


Eternity, the Charge would have fallen back upon him- 
ſelf, a Reflection we ſhould not make upon the Holy 


Doctor. en 
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r 
Very clear Teſtimonies of the Co- eternity of the 


Son, from Origen. 


lar his Maſter, who though almoſt only accuſed 
of the Ante Nicene Fathers of the contrary Error 
by Ferome, &c. doth very clearly and in many places aſ- 
ſert the Son's Eternity. Thus he calls the Wiſdom 
of God, (by which he manifeſtly denotes the Son), The 
Splendour of the eternal Light. Now it is neceſſary that 
the Splendour of the eternal Light be eternal; and it is 
manifeſt from his other Writings, that Origen meant ſo 
by this Similitude. That is a remarkable place, which 
Athanaſias cites from him. * If he is the Image of the 
&« inviſible God, the Image is inviſible ; and I dare add, 
« if he is the Likeneſs of the Father, no time ever was, 
* when he was not. For when was God, who by St. 
* Jom is called Light, without the Splendour of his 
* own Glory, that any one ſhould preſume to aſſign a be- 
“ ginning to the Son, before which he was not? When 
“ was it, that the Image of the Father's Perſon not to be 
* named, expreſſed or declared, the Word | bis] Impreſs, 
c he that knows the Father, was not? Let him who dares 
Fc 2 thus, There was a time, when he was not, conſi- 
% der what he ſays, namely, that there was a time, when 
* Wiſdom, and Reaſon, and Life was not. Parallel to 
this, Athangſius here adds another place of Origen : «e But 
eit is not right or ſafe by our Infirmity, our Inability 
to apprehend it, to deprive (as much as in us lies) God 
of his only-begotten Word always exiſtent with him, 
of his exiſting Wiſdom, in which he rejoiced, For 
* then we muſt think, that he doth not always rejoice,” 


 ? Origen contra Cel. lib. 5. p. 238. Tom. 1 3 pans 
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2. But what ſays Petavius, that unjuſt Judge and Ac- 
cuſer of Origen to theſe expreſs places? „ Theſe Things, 
& ſays he, are wonderful indeed; and if any other than 
« Athanaſius had vouched that Origen wrote fo, there had 
* been a plauſible Suſpicion that to Catholics had inter- 
* polated his Books. Then he adds a Reaſon for this 
wonderſul Saying of his own. For he uſes the very 
« Words, with which the antient Fathers were wont to 
c confute that impious Tenet of Arius, There was a time 
« when he was not.” But this is a Reaſon of little 
Weight, and not worthy a Man fo well read in antient 
Monuments, as Petavins. For J have before proved, that 
the Blaſphemy of Arrius, in which he faid, there was a 
time when the Word or Son of God was not, came firſt 
from the Gnoſtics, who troubled even the Apoſtolical 
Church with, it, and whoſe Off: ſpring remained to the 
Days of Origen, and long after. Farther, ſince the Hereſy 
of Noetus (afterwards of Sabellius) began to exert it ſelf 
greatly in Origen's time, it is very likely that many then, 
not 3 how to avoid the extremes, whilſt they 
endeavoured to flee from one, fell into another; and leſt 


they ſhould be compelled to own the Son to be the fame 


Perſon with the Father (as thoſe Heretics held) willingly 
embraced the oppoſite Hereſy, ſo diſtinguiſhing the Son 
from the Father, as to ſay, that he was different from rhe 
Father's Subſtance, and a mere Creature, who ſome time or 


ether had the beginning of his Exiſtence out of nothing, 
from God the Father. Hence the other Carholic Fathers, 


who were Origen's Contemporaries, repeating the Ariaz 
Axiom in Terms, refuted it with the Arguments uſed by 
Origen. I name Diomſius Romanus and Alexandrinys, whole 
Teſtimonies I ſhall cite in their proper er Laſtly, 

if you mind the 
Words only, faid the fame as Arius, namely, That there 
was” 4 time hen the Son Was not. Which place we will 
conſider hereafter. In the mean time I return to Origen, 


who in many other places plainly profeſſes his Faith in 


6 Trin. lib. 1. C, 4» 8. 6. 
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the co- eternal Exiſtence of the Father with the Son. It 
may be ſufficient to add to the former a remarkable Teſti- 
mony of his concerning the ſame Thing; explaining the 
Words of the ſecond Pſalm, T how art my Son, this Day 
have I begotten thee, he diſcourſes thus: It is ſaid to 
him by God, with whom all time is to Day. For he, 
<« I ſuppoſe, hath neither Evening nor Morning; but 
« time, (as I may fo ſpeak), co- extending it ſelf with his 
e unbegotten and eternal Life, to Day is to him the Day 
&« in which the Son was begotten ; ſo that we can find no 
c beginning of his Generation, nor of the Day. He 
who would have more from Origen concerning the Son's 
Eternity, may meet with it in the Apology of Pamphilus 
for him. T will only add one obſervable Thing by way 
of Concluſion ; that Socrates, a very honeſt Man, and 
well verſed in Origen's Writings, plainly teſtifies, that this 
voluminous Writer conſtantly aſſerted the Co- eternity of 
the Son in his Works. * For after he had ſaid, that he 
wonder d how Timothy, a great Admirer of Origen, could 
perſiſt in the Arian Hereſy, he gives this Reaſon for it: 
N _ every where confeſſes the Son to be Co-cternal with the 
Father. | x 155 
3 · But Petavius endeavours to weaken theſe ſtrong Teſti- 
monies of Origen for the Eternity of the Son, thus: 
„ Theſe things are of Force againſt the Arians, and the 
&« Sacrilegious formula of Arius, in which he ſaid, there was 
« time when the Son was not; but they do not amount 
* to an Affirmation of the Conſubſtantiality. For Ori- 
% gen thought the Creatures to have been Eternally with 
« God; becauſe otherwiſe the Father could not have Eter- 
„ nally been the Creator, nor the Almighty, that is, the 
<< Poſleſſor of all Things; but that Attribute would have 
« fallen to him in time; which Thing we find ſigniſied 
« by Origen even to this Day in his firſt Book * agyov,.” 
T could plead in excuſe for him, that the Text in that 
placę is depraved, or that Origen only reported the Senti- 
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ment of others, or propoſed his bare Conjecture (as his 
Cuſtom is) not aſſerting it as a Doctrine; which latter any 
one would readily believe to be the Caſe, by examining 
the entire Context of the Diſcourſe. I could alſo cite ma- 


ny Places in which the true Origen plainly teaches, that 


the very firſt Matter of the World had a Beginning, and 
was made of Nothing by God. Surely that Diſſertation, 
which is in the 24th Chapter of the Philocalia, is profeſ- 


ſedly intended againſt their Error, who made Matter Co- 


eternal with God. But what is the chief, we have two 
very credible Perſons, who witneſs that this place was really 
taken from a certain genuine Dialogue of Origen's againſt 
the Marcionites, namely, Baſil the Great, and Gregory Nazian- 
zen, Men we muſt believe rather than Huetius, though a 
very learned Perſon, eſpecially when it is conſidered that 
whilſt he cenſures the greateſt Men, he very much expoſcs 
himſelf, as we ſhall ſhew hereafter. What ſay you to this, 
that it was the known Doctrine of e the Son 
was begotten of God the Father before all the Creatures, 
and therefore was more Antient than they ? Thus he ſpeaks 
(ro omit very many other Places) in his fifth Book againſt 
Celſus : For the Son of God, * the Firſt-born of every 
c Creature, though he hath lately taken upon him Hu- 
* mane Nature, is not therefore new. For the Scriptures 
ce confeſs him the moſt Antient of all Creatures.” Now 
how can this be conſiſtent with that Opinion which makes 
the Creature Co- eternal with God ? © _ W 
4. But, if we grant Petavius, that Origen's genuine 
Doctrine is delivered in the place alledged, it is certain, 
however, that there is a very wide Diſtinction made by 
um between the Son of God and the Creatures. For he 


reaches, that the Creatures were Eternally with God as made 


by him; but that the Son was Eternally with God-as be- 


gotten of him, and his Only- begotten; that the Creatures 


were Eternally 3 to God, as their Lord; but that 
the Son did exerciſe Authority over them eternally, with 
one and the fame Omnipotence, as one God with the Fa- 


p. 84. Ed. Cantab, cum Libb, contra Celum. p. 257; 
| ther, 
e 


* ö AN at Sabo 5 n 
C | 


4 —_ ** PIPY Lat. . 


— do. ms. wa · a 


Cs 


» the NICENE FAITH. 2861 


ther, as Lord, King and Prince. Laſtly, He in that Place 
ſo diſtinguiſhes the Son from every created Nature, as to 
make them convertible, and mutable, him altogether in- 


cConvertible and immutable, his Glory pure and unmixt, 


theirs neither pure, nor ſincere, the Juſtice, Wiſdom and 
other Virtues of the Creatures mere accidents; his (as the 
Father's) his very Eſſence. Behold, Reader, the very 
Words from which Petavius raiſed his Calumny, In the 
firſt Book of Principles, Chap. 2. explaining the Words 
of the Author of the Book, intitled, 7 he Wiſdom of Solo- 
mon, concerning the Wiſdom of God, which ſays that it 


was, „ A Vapour of the Divine Power, and the pureſt 
* Efflux of the Almighty Glory, he thus diſcourſes : * 


& As there can't be a Father, unleſs there be a Son, nor a 
Lord without a Poſſeſſion, ſo neither can God be called 
«© Almighty, unleſs thoſe Things exiſt, upon which he 
te may Exerciſe his Power; and therefore it 15 neceſſary all 
« Things ſubſiſt, to prove him to be Almighty. For if 
be any one will have it, that chere were Ages, or Spaces, or 


„whatever he will call them, before the making thoſe 


Things that were made, without doubt he will prove 


< this, that in thoſe Ages, or Spaces, God was not omni- 
te potent, but became ſo afterwards, after he poſſeſſed thoſe 
Things, upon which he might Exerciſe his Authority, 


c and thus he will ſeem to have received ſome Perfection, 
and to have proceeded from worſe to better. For no Bo- 
e dy doubts, but that it is better to be omnipotent, than 
not to be ſo. And will it not appear abſurd, that God, 
e by a certain Improvement, ſhould come to have that, 
“ which he had not before; though it. was fit he ſhould 


„ have had it? But if the Time never was when he be- 
came Omnipotent, thoſe Things muſt neceſſarily. ſubſiſt, 


« by which he is ſaid to be Omnipotent, and he always 


. © had to exerciſe his Power upon, and to govern as a King 


“ or Prince. But how did he call him the Glory of the 
«* Omnipotent, of which Glory, Wiſdom is the Efflux ? 
& By this ye are taught, that the Wiſdom partaketh in the 


Op. Origen, Lat, p. 1. p. 673. Ed. Ba 171. 
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cc Glory of Omniporence, by which God is called Al- | 
<< mighty. Now by the Wiſdom, which is Chriſt, God 
4 not only holds the Omniporence by the Authority of a 


« Ruler, but by the free Obedience of the Subjects. But 
* that you may know, that the Omnipotence of the Fa- 


cc ther and Son is one and the fame, as he is one and the 


ic fame God and Lord with the Father, hear St. John ſpeak- 
< ing after this manner in the Revelations : Theſe T bings 
ic ſaith the Lord God, who is, and who was, and who is to 
< come, the Almighty. For who is the Almighty, who is 
« to come, bur Chriſt? And as no one ought to be offend- 
« ed, ſince the Father is God, that the Saviour is God alfo; 
* {o no Body ought to be offended, ſince God the Father 


is Almighty, that the Son is faid to be Almighty alſo. 


Thus will that be true which he ſpeaks to the Father, 
« All thine are mine, and all mine are thine, and I am glorified 


<« in them. The Glory of the Wiſdom is very fitly called 


<< the pureſt, and cleareſt, in Contradiſtinction of that Glory, 


every Nature, which is convertible, and commutable, 
« although glorified, is glorified only in the Works of 
Juſtice and Wiſdom through Jeſus Chirſt, and hath 
Juſtice and Wiſdom accidentally ; now what is accidental 
« may fail, but his ſincere and brighteſt Glory can't fail. 
46 The Wiſdom of God, which is his Only-begotten Son, 
ce becauſe in all Things inconvertible and immutable, and 


« becauſe in him & exiſts all ſubſtantial Good, namely, what 


* can never be changed, or turned, is therefore called his 
« pure and ſincere Glory.” I have therefore thought it 


worth the while to recite this, though a prolix Paſſage, to 


* Grabe. To have in himſelf all ſubſtantial Good, is by Origen elſe- 
where (in this very firſt Book 77cl agyov) taken for a certain Cha- 


 radteriſtic of the true Divinity, which is in the Holy Trinity alone, Fa- 


ther, Son, and Holy Spirit, and is incompatible with every Creature, 
For thus he whites, Chap. 5. p. 679. We muſt confefs concerning 
« Good and Holy Spirits, that they have no ſubſtantial Good in them; 
« which we have plainly ſhewn to be only in Chriſt and in the Holy 
« Spirit, as alſo without doubt in the Father. For the Nature of the 
* Trinity appears not to have any Compoſition in it, and conſequent- 
iy not any Accident. | 


thew 


* which is not purely and clearly faid to be Glory. Now ] 


— 
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| ſhew you clearly Peræviuss Temper. For I have elſewhere 
abundantly proved Origen's Acknowledgment of the Con- 
ſubſtantiality before. 6 


5, Yea, the very places of Origen, produced by Athanaſi- ; 


us, (for all that Petavius can fay) are a ſufficient Affirmati- 
on of the Son's Conſubſtantiality, as well as his Co-eterni- 
ty, if we obſerve upon the Thing it ſelf, not the bare 
Words only. For in them he very plainly teaches, that the 
Son is all that the Father is, upon which account he infers, 
that ſince the Father is inviſible, the Son is alſo inviſible. 
Then he abſolutely ſays, that the Son knows the Father, 
which agrees not to any created Nature. Beſides, where 
he calls the Son the Splendor of the Father's Glory, by 
that Similitude js manifeſtly deſigned the Communion of 
Nature between the Father and the Son. Laſtly, When he 
affirms, that the Son is the very Wiſdom and Reaſon of 
God the Father ſubſiſting in him, he plainly enough ſig- 


nifies, that this Son of God is nothing foreign to, or dif- 


ferent from God the Father, as created Things are, but 
ſome thing intimate and co-eſſential with him, which he 
can no more be without, than his Wiſdom, his Reaſon, or 
his Life. Sure whoſoever will open his Eyes may quickly 
ſee, that Origen doth conclude the Co-eternity of the Son 
from his Conſubſtantiality (which he takes for granted). 
6. What Huetius affirms to be Origen's Opinion, name- 
ly, That the Matter of which the World was made, did not 
only exiſt Eternally with God, but alſo iſſued forth from the 
Subſtance of God, (fo that the Matter of the World is in 
nothing inferior to the Nature of God), 1s very far from 
Truth; nor can the great Man produce one Paſſage, even 
out of the moſt corrupted Pieces of Origen, to vouch fo de- 
_ teſtable a Blaſphemy. Nay, he expreſlly reaches the con- 
trary in that place, where he ſeems to aſſert the Eternity of 
the World, and in many others. So in the fixth Book 
againſt Celſus, in a place J have cited above, he ſo diſtin- 
guiſhes the Son of God from every created Nature, as to 
pronounce him * unmade, them made. But how ſhall this 


| FOrigenian, lib, 2. P. 44. Ax vnbor. 
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Diſtinction ſand, if as well the firſt Matter of the Creation 
as the Son of God exiſted eternally with God, ana iſſued 
forth from the very Subſtance of God ? So in the Pream- 
ble of the firſt Book of Principles, from which this Accu- 
fation 1s taken, reckoning up thoſe Things, which are ne- 


ceſſary to be believed of all Men, he places theſe two in the 
Front: Firſt, That there is one God, who created and com- 


poſed all Things, and who made them of Nothing; then, That 


Feſus Chriſt was born of the Father before every Creature. 
You obſerve a manifeſt Diſtinction, in which the Son of 
God is ſaid to be born of the very Father before every Crea- 
ture, but the Creature to be made of Nothing. Ir is eaſy 
to produce an hundred ſuch Places : But I think we have 
ſufficiently explained Origen's Opinion. I now proceed to 
the Anti-Nicene Writers who Lis confirmed the fame 
Doctrine by their Teſtimonies, | 


OEEEEEA SEC ELELEEE EEE TEE EEE EEEFEELLEEY 


LA it. bs 


The Decree of the Nicene Fathers, concernin 
the Co-eternal Exiſtence of the Son, is confirms 
ed by the expreſs Words of Cyprian, the two 
Dionyſii, Gregory Thaumaturgus, the fix 
Biſhops, who wrote from the Synod of An- 


tioch 20 Paulus Samoſatenus, Theognoſtus, 


* Pamphilus Martyr, and Arno- 
ius. 


1 


| YPRI AN among other Teſtimonies of Scripture, 
2 which confirm 2 ſupreme Divinity of Chriſt, 
cites, Ch. xxi. v. 6, 7. of the Apoc. I am Al- 

pha and Omega, the beginning and the end. I will grove him 
that is thirſty of the Fountain of living Water for nothing. Hq 


1 &-Cypr. lib. 2. c. 6. p. 35, 
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that ſhall overcome, ſhall poſſeſs them * and their Inheritance, 
and I will be his God, and he ſhall be my Son. In theſe 
Words every one ſees the true God plainly deſcribed, who 
is from Everlaſting to Everlaſting. Nor can you expect 
more from St Cyprian, who, though he very often. (as 
we have ſhewn before) preaches up the true Divinity of the 
Son, and therefore by _ Conſequence his Eternity, no 
where directly treats of the Son's Co- eternity. But not- 
withſtanding, from his citing that Place in the 4pocahpſe, 
for Proof of our Saviour's Divinity, in which the abſolute 
Eternity of the ſupreme God is plainly deſcribed, and from 
his interpreting it concerning Chriſt, we certainly gather, 
that the Holy Martyr wholly abhorred the blaſphemous 
Arian Tenet, There was a time when he was not. 

2. Next to St. Cyprian is Pope Diomſius, his Contempo- 


rary. There is an excellent Sentence of his taken by Atha- 
naſius out of an Epiſtle againſt the Sabellians, ee It is no 


« common Blaſphemy, nay, it is the greateſt, to ſay that 
c the Lord was after a fort made with Hands. For if he 


« as made, there was a time when he was not: But 
« he always was. If he is in the Father, as he faith, if 


« Chriſt is the Reaſon, the Wiſdom, the Power. (Now 
ce the Holy Scriptures ſay, that he is theſe ; and theſe are 
« the Powers of God). If then the Son was made, there 
« was à time when theſe Things were not, yea, there was 
c a time when God was without theſe. But this is very 
<« abſurd.” From this famous Teſtimony it appears, that 
what Arius ſaid of the Son of God, the time was when he 
was not, was publiſh'd long before Arius, by other Here- 
tics. Compare what we have obſerved in the preceding 


Chapter, ſpeaking of Origen. Here alſo you ſee, that Dio- 


nyſius, the chief Prelate of the whole World, held that Say- 
ing to be blaſphemous and very abſurd. Beſides, it is to 
be obſerved, that theſe Words are not the Opinion of Dio- 


* only, but the whole Clergy of Rome. For Diony- 


ſas wrote that Epiſtle, according to the Cuſtom of the 


* In the Greek Je, all Things. The Alex. MSS, Tab ra, 8 
dope dvr $405 · Vol. 1. Tom. 1. p. 232, 
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Age he lived in, not without the Conſent of the Clergy 
called rogether in a legal Synod. Laſtly, It will not be 
impertinent to take Notice, that Diomſius from this, pro- 
ved the eternal Exiſtence of the Son of God with his Fa- 
ther, that he is the Logos exiſting in God the Father. For 
thus he argues: If the Son be, and exiſts in God the 
Father, as his Word, Wiſdom, and Power, then it can't 
be ſaid of him without the greateſt Blaſphemy, T here 2vas 
a time when he was not; but the Son of God is, and exiſts 
in God the Father, as his Word, &c. Therefore, &c. 
The Conſequence of the major Propoſition Diony/acs juſtly 
took for granted, as what was founded upon theſe Princi- 
ples in Divinity; Fhatſoever is in God, is God, aud what- 
ſoever is God, is Eternal. He proves the Aſſumption in 
Scripture, from the Words of our Saviour eſpecially, I 
am in the Father. So have we heard Origen arguing a lit- 
tle before; and the Ante Mcene Fathers (to ſay nothing of 
the Poſt-Nicene) commonly uſe this Method. Now this 
Method utterly confounds Arianiſin. For the Arians held 

two Words, and two Wiſdoms, the one reſiding in the 
Father as his, properly and naturally, by which be made 
the Univerſe, and alſo the other Word: The other be- 
gotten of the Father, and of this inward Word, which is 
abuſively or improperly called the Word, as not being his 
genuine Word, nor Co- eternal with him, but made of no- 
thing by him, when he was about to make the World. 
Now this latter Word they called the Son of God: So 
Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, ſays in his Epiſtle to the 
Biſhops of the Catholic Church, where enumeraring the 
chief Tenets of the Arias, he writes thus: © Theſe are 
< the Things which they invent, and ſpeak contrary to 
« the Scriptures. God was not always a Father, bur there 
ce was a time when God was not a Father. The Word 
ce of God was not always, but was made of nothing; 
<< God who exiſted made him, not yet exiſting of no- 
te thing. Upon which Account there was a time when 
<< he was not, for the Son is fomething created and made. 


2 Socrates. lib. 1. c. 6. p. 9, 10. e 
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er Neither is he like to the Father in Subſtance; nor the 
cc true and natural Word of the Father, nor his true Wiſ⸗ 
« dom; but he is one of thoſe that were created and 
ce made, improperly called the Word, and the Wiſdom, 
ce being made by the proper Word of God, and the Wiſ 
tc dom in God, by which he made him, and all Things. 
«© Therefore he is liable to Turn and Change as all other 
cc rational Creatures are. And this Word is foreign to, 

« different and widely diſtant from the Subſtance of God.” 
So Athanaſius, * and Oril- of Alexandria. You'll ſay, that 
Dionyſius Romanus, and the other Fathers, (as it is mani- 
feſt), who reaſoned after this manner, got clear of the 
Atian Hereſy ; but who can free them from the contrary - 
extreme, Sabellianiſm ? For Diomſius ſeems to have thought, 
that the Reaſon it ſelf, i. e. the Logos, by which the Fa- 
ther himſelf is rational, which we have a Notion of as a 
Form in his Eſſence, is the Son of God. I anſwer, it is 
not credible that Diomſius defended Sabellianiſm in that 
Epiſtle which he wrote profeſſedly againſt the Sabellians, 
and in which he expreſsly charges Sabellius with the Blaſ- 

phemy of aſſerting that the Son is the very Father; and 
on the other . that the Father is the Son. Hereafter 
we will clearly ſhew, how the antient Catholics called the 
Son the Reaſon of the Father, and at the ſame time ac- 
knowledged him to be a Perſon diſtinct from the Father. 
In the mean time I proceed to confirm the Son's Eternity 
by the Suffrages of the other Ante. Nicene Writers. 

3. Dionyſus Ale andrinus is the next, a Contempora 
of his Natne-ſake. This was one of thoſe Heads of Do- - 
ctrines, which his Adverſaries objected againſt him before 
Dionyſus Romanus: God was not always a Father, the 
6 Son was not always, but God was ſometime without a 
« Logos, The Son himſelf, was not before he was born, 
c or made, but there was a time when he was not. For 
« he was not Eternal, but was made afterwards. Atha- 
naſius expreſsly ſaith, that Dionpſius defended himſelf from 


 Orat, 1 and 3. & in Lib. de ſententia Dionyſii. Cyrill. in Jo- 
annem. lib. 1. c. 4. Athan. Vol. 1, Tom. 1. p. 253. 


cheſe 
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theſe Accuſations. Now it appears from this Accuſation} 
that the Propoſition, There was a time when the Son was 
not, was by the Catholics held to be Heterodox and Ab- 
ſurd in the times of Diomſus. But how does Dionnſius de- 
fend himſelf ? By owning the Charge? No. He profeſ- 


ſes that he did from his Heart acknowledge, and always 


had acknowledged the. Co-erernity of the Son. For in 


the firſt Book of his Refutation and Apology, he ſays, There 


as not a time when God was not a Father. And ſometime 
2 after he writes thus concerning the Son of God: “ Since 
cc he is the Effulgence of the eternal Light, he himſelf is 
cc altogether * Eternal; for ſince the Light is always, the 
ec Effulgence it is manifeſt muſt alſo be always. Again: 
« God 1s ? an eternal Light, without beginning or end; 
ee therefore an eternal Effulgence is projected by him, co- 
cc exiſts with him + without beginning, and always born.“ 
And again: * The Son alone is always Co-exiſtent with 
ec the Father, and is filled with the exiſtent Being, and is 
& himſelf exiſtent from the Father.” There are places 


parallel to theſe in the Epiſtle of Dionpſius, which is now 


extant, to Paulus Samoſatenus, and in his Anſwer to Paul's 
Queſtions ſet after the Epiſtle. In the Epiſtle he writes 
thus of Chriſt ; 5 There is one Chriſt, who is in the Father, 
the || co-eternal Word. In his Anſwers © he thus introduces 
Chriſt ſpeaking from the Prophet Jeremy I who abvay 
am the Chriſt ſubſiting perſonally, equal to the Father, in that 
1 differ nothing from him in Subſtance, Co-eternal alſo with 
the Almighty Spirit. Here he confeſſes the entire co-eval, 
co- eternal Trinity of Perſons. The fame Diomſius blames 
Paulus, becauſe he would not call Chriſt the co- eternal 
Character of God the Father's Perſon. And in the ſame 
place he thus declares the Eternity of the Son: „ As then 
<< we perceive, when one takes from one of our material 
cc Fires, and neither affects, nor divides it in the kindling 


< one Light from another, bur the Fire remains; ſo in- 
*& compre 
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a the Father. Laſtly, That this was his conſtant Opi- 
nion, which he always held, every where preach'd and 
proſeſs d, he affirms in theſe Words: * I have wrote, 
« do write, confeſs, believe and preach, that Chriſt is co- 
«. eternal with the Father, the Only-begotten Son, and 
« Word of the Father. Let Sandius brazen his Fore- 
head, and boaſt ſtill that the great Dionyſus Alexandrinus 
was of Ariuss Mind. is 1 | 

4. Gregory T haumaturgus follows Diomſius who being a 
Contemporary of the Diony#i, and joined to thoſe two 
great Lights, wonderfully ſhone upon that happy Age. 
In this Confeſſion of Faith, which I copied, and very 
plainly proved to be genuine, Chriſt is called the eternal 
Character of God the Father, and the eternal Son of the eter= 
nal Father. Nay, in the ſame Confeſſion, the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt are faid to be a Trinity perfect in Glory, 
Eternity, and an undivided and unalienated e 8 

5. In the Days of this e ſix Biſhops of very 
go Note in the Synod of Antioch, convened againſt Pau- 

s Samoſatenus, wrote (without doubt from the common 
Sentiment of the other Biſhops) an Epiſtle to Paul, in 
which they thus ſpeak of the Son of God : * We believe 
bim always to have exiſted with the Father, and to have ful. 
filled the Father's Will in the Creation of all Things. In 
theſe Words they plainly teach, that the Son of God was 
not only before the Creation of all Things, (for by him 
all Things were made), but always co-exiſted with the. 
Father, i. e. was Co-eternal with him. Sandius notwith- 
ſtanding, writes thus concerning theſe Biſhops, That they 
hinted not obſcnrely, that the Son, before he was actually be- 
gotten of the Father, was only potential, 1 deſire to know 
in what Words of the Epiſtle they hint this. I doubt 
not but that he hath an Eye to thoſe Words, where the 
Holy Prelates ſay, That the Father begat the Son, as a living 
Att, or Energy, exiſting by himſelf, and doing all in all, 
There is a Writer * ro whom Savdirs has great Obligati- 


I p. 299. Bibl. Patr. Tom. 11. Enucl. Hiſt. lib. I, p. 
124. Irenicum Irenicorum, p. 66, "If 
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ons, who concludes the fame from thoſe Words. But if 
the Trifler would not have paſſed Sentence upon the 
Biſhops, from hear-ſay, as his Cuſtom is, but bad himſelf 
took'd into the Words of the Epiſtle, and compared them 
with the Context, he would ſoon have owned, that they 
gre nothing to the purpoſe of the Son's Erernity. For 
the Fathers there cenfure the Hereſy of Paulus and Sabellins, 
who agreed in this, that they believed the Word, or Son 


of God, by whom all Things were made, to be the Po- 


er of God not pony ſubſſting. Againſt them the Holy 
Men teach, that God the Father begat the Son, as à living 
aud ſubſtring Power. Their Words in the ſame place con- 
cerning the Son of God have the fame view: By hom 
the Father made all Things, not as by an Tuſtrument, nor as 


by Knowledge not perſonally ſubſſting. Gregory T haumature 


gut, writing at the ſame time, hath an Eye to the ſame 


Heretics, whilſt he thus begins his Confeſſion: There # 


one Father of the living Word, of the ſubſiting Wiſdom. The 
Caſe is plain. y | 


6. Theognoſtus Alexandrinus, a very great Man, plainly 


confirms the Son's CRE wen in that famous Fragment 


of his Expoſitions, preſerved by Athanaſius, and cited by 
us entire, when he ſays: The Eſſence of the Son is not 
ſomething brought in from without, or ſuper-induced out of 
nothing; but it came naturally from the Eſſence of the Father, 
as Splendour from Light. In theſe Words, he firſt denies 
the Son to be ſuper- induced, and by conſequence confeſſes 
him to be Eternal. For if there had been a time when the 
Son was not, and he was afterwards added to the Father, 
then ſure he is rightly ſaid to be ſuper-induced to the Fa- 
ther. Again, he fignifies to us the fame, when he ſays, 
that the Son is begotten of the Father's Subſtance, as 
Splendour is ſent forth from Light; and it is neceſſary, 
that the Splendour of an eternal Light be Eternal. Now 
it is the more ſure 7 heognoſtus intended this, becauſe he 
was the Diſciple of Origen, who illuſtrates the Eternity 
of the Son by the ſame Simile in many places of his Wri- 


| dings. 
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7. Methodins, * whom Sendius: following Petarius rec- 
kons among the Aute- Nicene Fathers, who were of Ariuss 
Mind, preaches up the eternal Generation of the Son from 
the Father in Words exceeding clear. For upon the place 
of the P/almiſt : Tho art my Son, to Day have I begotten 
thee, he makes this Note: It is to be obſerved, that he 
« ſaith, he is his Son indefinitely, and without ſetting a 
ce time. For he ſaid to him, Thou art my Son; not, 
« thou waſt made—ſhewing, that he was neither lately 
« adopted, nor that he who pre- exiſted had an end; but 
ce that he is the ſame always. 5 5 | 
8. It is very certain. Pawphilus Martyr believed the ab⸗ 
ſolute Eternity of the Son, becauſe he ſtrenuouſſy defend- 
ed Origen, as Catholic in that Article. For in his Apolo—- 


| BY for Orizen he attempts, na y, he ſolidly - PFOVES againſt 
18 


Accuſers, that he in many places of his Writings aſſert- 
ed theſe Doctrines: That the Father zuas not before the Song - 
hut the San Co-cternal:2with the Father, and that the Genera- 
tion of the Son of God as without. beginning. Conſult the 
Apology it ſelf by all means. From the Doctrine of Pan- 
hilus you may gueſs what that of his Maſter Pierius was, 
namely, that he was Orthodox in this Article. This is 
alſo further confirmed in that Pierins was a very ſtudious 
Follower of Origen, who (as we have abundantly evinced) 
conſtantly-in all his Writings aſſerted the co- eternal Exiſt - 
ence of the Son with the Father. To which you may. 
add, that even Photius (as I have * ſhewed before) does 
eſpecially relate this of him, that he believed piouſſy con- 
cerning God the Father, and the Son. e 

9. Laſtly, Arnobins, the fame who acknowledged the 
Divine Nature in Chriſt, (if any Antient of them all did), 
who very clearly and often profeſfed that the Son of God 
was properly, and without any, Ambiguity trug God; the 


ſame Arnobius, I fay, doth no leſs clearly that all 


the truly Divine Nature is abſolutely Eternal, 48 Wel a parte 
ante, as a parte poſt. I could confirm this by very many 
places, but III only bring one Teſtimony or two. In the 


l Phot. 237.-Cod, p- 999. : * Set; ch.. . 1 1 
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third Book, the excellent Orator thus diſcourſes of the 


Divine Natures from the common Sentiment of Chriſti- 
ans: We are of this Opinion concerning this Matter; 
66 that all Divine Nature, which neither at any time be- 
« oth, nor will ever draw to an end of Life, is without 
ce corporeal Lineaments, c. In the 7th Book, not 
far from the beginning, he thus ſpeaks to the Gentiles con- 
cerning their Gods: «© You are wont to tell us, that 
c there are very many Gods, and that they are computed 
cc in a Series of Names. Now, if they be any where, as 
cc you ſay, and if they be true, as Terentius Varro believes, 
« jt follows, that they are like their Names, i. e. ſuch as 
« weall ſee they ought to be, who are ro be called by this 
'« Name; yea, to be. ſhort, ſuch as the Lord of the Uni- 
cc verſe, as the Almighry, whom we all know to cal! 
« God, and underſtand to be true God, when we come 
cc to mention” his Name. For one God, as God, doth 
cc not at all differ from another; nor can that, which is 
& one in the whole, the Genus, be leſs, or more in its 
« Parts, ſuppoſing it ſtill to keep the Uniformity of its 


ce proper Nature. If this admits no doubt, it follows, 


« that they ſhould never be made, ſhould be perpetual. ”? 
From this Opinion of Arnobius we form this Argument: 
© Whoſoever is true God, ought to be entirely like God 

the Father, and Lord of all, and therefore Unmade and 

Eternal; but Chriſt the Son of God, is true God; 

therefore Chriſt the Son of God is entirely like God the 

Father and Lord of all Things, and therefore Unmade 

and Eternal. The major Propofition is the expreſs Words 

of Arnobius in the place cited. And the Minor we have 
alſo proved before to be likewiſe the clear Senſe of Arno- 
bins. Moreover, I don't at all doubt, but that Arnobius 
in theſe Words; One God, as God, differs not from another, 


8c. thought of the moſt venerable Myſtery of the Trini- I 


ty, which was believed by the Chriſtians. For in that ſa- 
cred Trinity, one Perfon, as God, z. e. according to the 
Divine Nature common to every one, doth in nothing 


2 


Arnab. lib, 3, P. 101, in fne, Lib. 7. P. 207. 
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differ from another, nor is there more or leſs in one Per- 
fon than in another; but the Uniformity of Quality pro- 
per to God, or of the Divine Properties is preſerved in 
every one. Upon which Account, ſince God the Father, 
whom Arnobius calls the Lord of all Things, is Uncreate 
and Eternal; it follows, that the Son of God, whom A, 
nobius, as is ſaid before, did alſo believe true God, is like- 
wiſe Uncreate and Eternal. In this indeed he ſpoke im- 
properly, namely, in calling the Divine Perſons Parts. But 
this is eaſily to be pardoned in one who was not yet skilled 
in the Chriſtian Diſcipline, who had not been regenerated 
by Holy Baptiſm, and who was then ſpeaking to the pro- 
fane Gentiles : Eſpecially when in the ſame place, and with 
the ſame Breath he ſays, that the whole Diviniry ought to 
be in every part of the Divinity. 
10. Thus much of the Catholic Aute-Nicens Writers, 
who have openly, clearly, and perſpicuouſly taught and 
profeſſed the Co-eternity of the Son. From all which it 
is plain, that what the Jeſuit Petavius has wrote in his 
Explication of what the -4»te-Nicene Fathers thought con- 
cerning the Son of God, is falſe ; „Then they ſaid, that 
c the Son was produced by the ſupreme God and Father, 
« when he was about to make the Univerſe, that he might 
„ have him his Miniſter. This Opinion ſome ſignify 
tc more plainly, others more obſcurely. Of this latter ſort 
« for the moſt part are Athenagoras, Tatian, T heophilns, 
Tertullian and Lactantius. But theſe and the reſt that I 
cc have named (and he had almoſt named all the Aue Nicene 
« Fathers) thought like Origen, that the Father was Supe- 
<« riour to the Son in Time, Dignity, and Power: And 
ce though they aſſerted that the Son was of the Nature and 
e Subſtance of the Father, in which Thing alone they 
«© made the Condition of the Son different from that of 
&« the Creatures properly ſo called, yet they were of Opi- 
nion, that he had a beginning as well as the Creatures, 
& . e. was not Eternally a diſtin& Perſon. For ſo ma- 
ny of the antient Ante-Nicene Writers, whole Opinions I 


De Trin. lib. 1. c. 5 and 7. . | 
B0dy © have 
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have particularly and exactly explained before, have plainly 
denied that the Father is Superiour to the Son in time, and 
that the Son had a Beginning. As for Origen, who is eſpe- 
cially charged with this Blaſphemy by Petavius, we have 
ſufficiently proved him a ſtrenuous Defender of the Son's 
Co- eternity. Hence the Truth of our firſt Th is ma- 
nifeſt, namely, T hat the greater and better part of the Ante- 
Nicene Doctors did directly, openly, clearly, aud perſpicuonſly 
teach the co-eternal (Exiſtence of the Son with the Father. For 
IJnatius, Tuſtin Martyr, Irenæus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Ori- 
gen, Cyprian, Dionyſus the Pope of Rome, Dionyfins Alex- 
andrinus, Gregory I haumaturgus, the ſix famous Biſhops, 
who wrote to Paulus Samoſatenus from the Synod of An- 
tioch, T heognoſius, Met hodius, Pierius, Pamphilus Martyr 
and Aruobius, (who were certainly the greater and better 
part of the Ame - Nicene Writers), all of them very openly 
confeſſed the Eternity of the Son. To theſe you may 
add one, I forgot to mention in his proper place, Cains 
the Presbyter, a noted Man, and a very antient Writer, 
who is by Photius ſaid, To have unblameably deſcribed the 
ane fable Generation from the Father: What Photius would 
not have faid, if he had not acknowledged the eternal Ge- 
neration. Hence it is manifeſt then, that the Opinion 


which made the Son of God co-eternal with God the 


Father, was not only pleaſing to moſt of the Aute- Nicene 


Doctors; but alſo was the received, approved, and eſta- 


bliſh'd Faith and Opinion of the Primitive Church. For 
Ignatius, an Apoſtolical Writer, therefore blames the Ce- 
rinthian Gnoſtics, becauſe contrary to the Faith of the Apo- 
ſtolical Church they ſaid the Word had a Beginning: Jre- 
neu, the Diſciple of Pohcarp, did the ſame. It appears 
from the Hiſtory of Diony/ius Alexandrinus, that they who 
then denied the Eternity of the Son, were thought Hete- 
rodox by the Prelates of the Church. Pope Diomyſus not 
giving us his own Opinion and Faith, but that of all the 
Roman Clergy, condemned the Saying of Arius concerning 
the Son of Gd, T bere was a time when be was not, as the 


2: Phot. Cod, 48. p. 35. 


greateſt 
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eateſt Blaſphemy. Laſtly, The ſix Biſhops, by the 
W 5 kts Synod of Antioch (which con- 
ſiſted of very many Biſhops, and whoſe Judgment all the 


Catholic Church under Heaven approved) wrote an Epi- 
{tle to Paulus Samoſatenus, in which they clearly aſſerted 


the abſolute Eternity of the Son of God. 
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The ſecond Theſis is propoſed concerning thoſe - 


Fathers, who ſeemed to deny, but really con- 

feſſed the Eternity of the Son. Athenago- 

ras his Opinion concerning the Co-eternity of 
the Son is accurately explained. 

Proceed now to thoſe Doctors, who, though they 

|| ſeemed to deny the Co-eternity of the Son of God, 


really confeſſed it. This our ſecond Theſis ſhall be 
concerning them in the manner following: 


nr 


HERE are ſome Catholic Writers, more Antient thas 
_ the Synod of Nice, who ſcem to ſay, that the Son of 

God, as God, had a certain Nativity, which began at ſome 
certain time, and immediately preceded the Creation, But 
jet they were far from Arianiſm. For if what they ſaid 
is more accurately conſidered, it will appear that they ſpoke, 
not of a true and proper Nativity, in which the Son re- 
ceived a beginning of his Subſitence : But of a figurative 
aud metaphorical One; namely, they intended Th only, 


T hat the Word, who exiſted in and with God the Father 
before all Ages, (when there as nothing but God), as the 
co- eternal Off-ſpring of the eternal Mind, attually mens 
out from the Father, when he was about to make the 


Morld, and proceeded to conſtitute all Things, and to 
| ” O'S manifeſt. 
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becauſe of this Proceſſion and Manifeſtation, he is called 
the Son of God and the Firſt-born. (T hoſe that have thus 
explained the ſacred Doctrine are for the moſt part Athe- 
nagoras, Tatian, Theophilus Antioch. Hippolyrus, 
and Novatian, or the Author of the Book concerning the 
Trinity, which is among the Works of Tertullian, and 
under his Name. Of theſe in their Order). 


1. And firſt of Athenagorat. Petavius, as we have be- 
fore noted, ranks him among thoſe Aute- Micene Fathers, 
who more clearly ſignified, and more openly delivered 
that blaſphemous Opinion of Arizs, which affirms, that 
the Son was then firſt produced by the ſupreme God, 
when he determined to make the World, and that the 


Son had a beginning no leſs than the other Creatures. 
* Huctins, too much depending upon the Authority of 


Petavins, brings Athenagoras into the Liſt of thoſe Writers, 
who commented falſely and abſurdly upon the Trinity. But 
the Defence of Athenagoras will not be very difficutr, if 
the place, from which theſe learned Men have taken Oc- 
caſion to calumniate him, be produced and accurately exa- 
mined. Athenagoras then in his Apology or Embaſſy 
for the Chriſtians ro M. Aurelius Antoninus, and L. Aure- 


lius Commodus the Emperors, expounds the Chriſtian Pro- 


feſhon concerning the moſt Holy Trinity. After he has 
ſpoken of God the Father, he proceeds to the ſecond Per- 
ſJorf, and aſſerts, that God has a Sn. Leaſt that ſhould 
ſeem ridiculous to the Philoſophers, to whom he ſpeaks, 
as though the Chriſtians dreamt of Fictions like the poeti- 
cal Fables of the Sons, Daughters, and Nephews of ove, 
he ſhews, that what they - philoſophiz'd concerning the 
Son of God, was to be expounded far otherwiſe, namely, 


in a ſpiritual Senſe worthy of God; ſo that the Son of 


God is tg be underſtood, The Word of the Father, as ha- 
ving ſuch a Relation to the Father, as the interior Word 


VPP 
A. 6. P- 187. | 3 Append, Juſt. Martyr, p- 10. hy 
2 | hath 


munifeſt himſelf and the Father to the Creatures, and that, 
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hath to the Humane Mind, which Word is ſpiritual, does not 


fall under the Cognizance of the Senſes, remains in tlie Mind 


ſrom which it proceeds, and is not ſeparated from it; u 
which account Man's Underſtanding, [which is his interior 
Mord!, is often called his Mind. Thus the Word of God 
the Father is the Ofi-ſpring of the Father's Mind, born 
of it, remaining in it, and ſo intimately united to ir, that 
it may be called the very Mind of the Father, and fo the 
Father and Son may juſtly be called one. He adds, that 
the Son of God is his Word * in Idea and Energy, namely, 
as he is the Exemplar, and Art Divine (if we may ſo ſpeak) 
according to which the Father, when he had a mind to do 
it, made all Things, and from whom, and by whom all 
Things were made. See the very Words of Athenagoras : 
*© Let no one think it ridiculous that God ſhould have 
« a Son. For we have not ſuch Notions of either God 
c the Father, or the Son, as the fabulous Poets, who re- 
ce preſent their Gods no better than Men. But the Son of 
& God is the Word of the Father in Idea and Power. * 
c For by him and through him all Things were made, the 
4 Father, and the Son being one, the Son in the Father, 
t and the Father in the Son by the Unity and Power of 
e the Spirit. The Son of God is the Mind and Word of 
C God.” What he ſaid concerning the Son, or Word of 
God in Idea and Operations, he explains more clearly in 
the Words immediately following : * If you have a mind 
ce to look into this matter very eæactiy, or according to the 
5e Excellence of Knowledge, I will in a few Words tell 


c you, what the Son is. He is the firſt-born of God, 


c not as though he was created (for God being an eternal 
«« Mind, had from the beginning a Reaſon in himſelf, be- 
ce 1ng eternally Rational) but as Proceeding, when all Things 
«© merely material, when unformed Nature, and the Earth 


* 


* Append. Juſtin Martyr, p. 10. © Ibid. * ITesc evra. 2 
St aura. Ibid. Dr. Whitby will have it a0; cuT'y. for a Reaſon 
which he knows beſt. It is ſcarce worth the while to vbſer ve upon his 
Omiſſions and Alterations in citing, the Imaginatiens and Miſcosſirucli- 
ys in interpreting this Author. | | 

; | 6c were, . 
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* were, if we may ſo ſpeak, * in Conception when thẽ 
ce groſſer Particles were mixt with the lighter, proceeding” 
« I fay then, or coming out from the Father to give them 


& Form and actual Exiſtence.” I ſay this Explication of 


Aullenagoras is far from the Blaſphemy of Arrius, yea is 
phinly Catholic, if we obſerve the Subſtance of the Doc- 
trine concerning the Son of God. The Chriſtian Philoſo- 


pher indeed confeſſes, that the Word of God the Father is 


therefore called his firſt Off- ſpring, by the Chriſtians, be- 
cauſe of a certain Proceſſion, by which he came out from 
God the very Father, when he was about to make the 
World, and that with this deſign, that the World ſhould 
be made by him : Of this we ſhall ſpeak often hereafter. 
But yet he fo explains this Proceſſion, as makes it clear, 
that he had no thought concerning the Word, and Son of 
God, which was unworthy of his unchangeable Divinity, 
and eternal Majeſty, For h 2 : 

3. Furſt, He expreſſly excepts him out of the Rank of 
Creatures. We call him, ſays he, the firſt- born, not as _— 
be was any Thing made. The good Man was truly careful 
of ſuggeſting any impious Notion. What could be ſaid 
pliner againſt Ariauiſin I wonder therefore what Petavius 
thought of when he ſurmiſed that Athenagoras believed the 
Proceſſion of the Word he ſpeaks of, to be a Production 
of him. Sure the learned Father could not more clearly 
obviate that Calumny than in the Words he uſed. (2.) 
Athenagoras does as plainly aſſert the Eternity of the Son of 
God or the Word. Nay, he proves, that he was not made, 
becauſe he erernally exiſted with the Father. His Words 
are expreſs : Not as ſomething made, ( for God being eternal 
Mind, had from the beginning a Logos, or Reaſon, being erer- 
ally Logicos, or Rational.) And a little after in the ſame 
Apology he gives it as an undoubted Axiom : Every thing 


is either unmade and Eternal, or made and. corruptible. 


What e977: or corruptible is, he immediately explains in 
theſe Words of Plato- What has a Beginning, has an End. 


* 'Oxales Sixny. Vide Steph. Theſaurus pon the Word, * p. 18, 
? 8 | 


- 


Now 
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Now 34172 there ſignifies the ſame as 34ropeerer, upon 
which account, he explains that Word by this a little after: 
It is impoſſible the World [410svov |, which is made ſhould ro- 
main the ſame. And again: How can theſe continue, which - 
don't exiſt by Nature, but Creation? Therefore the Sophiſt 
Sunclius is to be exploded, who hath concluded from this, 
and other the like Places, that Athenagoras thought the Son 
of God had a beginning of Exiſtence; becauſe, forſooth 
the Son was in ſome Senſe 342-176, i. e. begotten. For 
where Athenagoras faith that every Thing, that is iar 
hath a beginning of Exiſtence, it is manifeſt that 34aynrdy 
there ſignifies the fame as v,, that is, made. But 
Athenagoras expreſlly denies, that the Word or Son of God 
is made 4r6uevor in the Place before us; yea in the ſame 
Place he affirms, that he exiſted with God the Father from 
Eternity. To proceed with Athenagoras. 

4. (3+) It is manifeſt Athenagoras thought that the 
Word did ſo exiſt from Eternity with the Father, that his 
Perſon was no leſs diſtinct from the Father, from Eternity, 
than it was after his Proceſſion. This is certainly to be 
concluded, becauſe Arhenagoras ſays, that the Word, when 
he proceeded from the Father was not made, or produced, 
or did not then receive a beginning of Exiſtence. Hence 
we thus argue: The Word, according to Athenagoras, was 
either a Perſon diſtinct ſrom the Father before his Proceſſi- 
on, even eternally, or never. The Reaſon is plain: For 
if Athenagoras thought that the Word, or Son of God was 
not a diſtinct Perſon from God the Father before his Pro- 
ceſſion, nor did actually and of himſelf ſubſiſt; but was 
only potentially contained in the Father's Eſſence, and at 
length by that Proceſſion brought forth into actual being, 
and endowed with a Subſiſtence; then indeed he thought 
the Word or Son of God was made or produced by that 
Proceſſion; which yet he expreſily denies. The Caſe is 
clear. For, if what is brought out of a Poſſibility of being 
into actual being, what formerly did not ſubſiſt of it ſelf, 
and is endowed with an actual and diſtinct Subſiſtence, is not 
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to be called made, I would gladly know what can be called 
fo. And hence it is that * Petævius makes our Athenagoras 
guilty of Sabellianiſin, as though he had thought the Per- 
Jon of the Father and Son to be, and always to have been 
only one. This Petavius does, and both in that place in 
which he does it, and in many others, traduces the ſame 
Athenagoras as an Arian, making the learned Father hold 
two Hereſies diametrically oppoſite to one another. But I 
beſeech the Reader (who is a Lover of Truth, and hath 
any reverence for the beſt Writer of the beſt Ape) to uſe 
his own Eyes, and read the Words of Athenagoras which 
follow a little after thoſe cited from him. Thus the Chri- 
ftian Philoſopher proceeds: «© Who would not wonder 
<«« to hear thoſe called Atheiſts, who ſay that the Father is 
4 God, the Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt, and who re- 
ce preſent their Power united, their Order divided? I can- 
not but exclaim likewiſe, Who would not wonder that 
Athenazoras ſhould be called a Sabellian by one of any Can- 


dor, who has given us ſo clear a Confeſſion of the three 
Perſons ſubſiſting in one Divine Nature? But in many other 


Places alſo he ſo plainly diſtinguiſhes God the Father from 


the Son of God, as manifeſts him ro be no Sabellian. It 
ſhall ſuffice to produce one. As he directs his Diſcourſe 
more nearly to the Emperors M. Aurelius Antoninus, and 


L. Aurelius Commodus his Son, who was his Collegue in the 


Empire, and is ſtudious to defend the Religion of the 
Chriſtians, who profeſs the worfhip of one God, and adore 
his Word, or Son, together with the ſupreme Parent, he 
fays, that the Image of the Heavenly Empire is ſhadowed 


* T 21s is the common Suggeſtion of the preſent Sett of Mi iters on the 
Arian ſde, and Dr. Whitby exactly tallies with Petavius. Athenago- 


ras muſt be both an Arian and a Sabellian. IT take the Liberty to diſſent 


from the very great Prelate, when he ſays the Arian and Sabellian Here- 


* fies are diametrically oppoſite to one anotier. The ſame Notion of Fe- 
„is Chriſt and the Holy Spirit which the Arians have, forced them upon 


that Scheme, artl there is but à remove betwixt them. They both have 
a mean Opinion of the ſecond and third Perſons : The one uſes the word 
God in fpeaking of the Son and Holy Spirit, but no more believes any 
ether Perſon God but the Father, than the other; the other believes uo 
other Perſon God but the Father, and plainly ſays ſo. 1 p. 11. 
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the Nic ENE FAIT E. 381 
Forth in their earthly Government. So that, though they 


are both Monarchical, there are two Perſons regnant in 


them both, yer the Monarchy is preſerved entire, whilſt. 


the one derives his Authority from the other, and both go- 
vern unanimouſly.” Theſe are the Words: For as all 
«Things are managed by you, Father and Son, who have 
cc received the Kingdom from above (for the Soul of the 
« King is in the Hand of God fays the Prophetic Spirit) 
e ſo all Things are Subject to the one God, and his Son, 


Who is inſeparable from him. What Diſciple of Sabel- 


lius would argue thus? Surely a Sabellian would have de- 
fended the Chriſtian Worſhip after another manner; name- 


ly, by ſaying, that they only owned gn Perſon in the Di- 
vinity, i. e. the Father, and that the Son is only the Divine 
Power in Operation. Nay, further, by this very Similitude, 
which Athenagoras uſes, the Catholics were wont to obviate 
the Monarchiſis. For thus, to omit the reſt, Tertullian 
writes : « We (fay they) * hold the Monarehy, and thus 
ce the Latines expreſs the very Word, thus the Barbarians, 
& ſo that you'd believe they nor only pronounce, but un- 
ec derſtand the Monarchy. But the Latines are ſolicitous 
& about the very Sound, che Greeks will not underſtand 
the Oeconomy. As for my part, if I have any Know- 
66 ledge: of both the Languages, I know that Monarchy 


ce ſignifies nothing elſe but one and a ſingle Government; 


ce but yet not ſo as that it therefore has the Title of Mo- 
e narchy, becauſe it is his only, whoſe it is, that he has no 
c“ Son, or that he is his own Son, or that he doth not ad- 
« miniſter it by whom he pleaſes. But, I ſay, that there 
* is no Dominion of one, which is ſo his, ſo ſingle, fo a 
% Monarchy, as that it may nor be adminiſtred by other 
« Perſons near him, which he has provided as Officials to 
c him. But if he hath a Son, who hath a Monarchy, that 
& the Monarchy is not therefore forthwith divided, and 
< ceaſes to be a Monarchy, if his Son be taken into Fel- 
„ lowſhip with him; that it is therefore principally his, 
« by whom it is communicated to the Son, and whilſt ir 
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& js his, is therefore a Monarchy, which is held by two 


4 ſo much one.” Sometime after he adds, This may be ex- 


tenaled to a third, ſignifying that the relation of the Holy 
Spirit is the ſame, and therefore that the true and entire 
Trinity may be defended, without deſtroying the Monar- 
chy. This Athenagoras knew, as is plain from the Place 
above cited, and many others, which might be produced; 
if there was Occaſion. W 
5. But let us ſee what moved Petavius to charge our ve- 
nerable Author with Sabellianiſm. He ſeems, ſays he, to- 
have thought the Reaſon, i. e. the Word, by which the Father: 
is rational 8 which ve conſider as a Form in his Eſa 
the Son of God. But how came the Jeſuit to 

be ſo foully deluded, as to think this Man, by the Con- 
feſſion of all the Learned very Learned, to be ſo Fooliſh, 
void of Underſtanding, and common Senſe, as to believe 
the Mind of God the Father, his Reaſon, which is the 
very Form of God the Father, and that by which he is 
rational, to have come from him before the World was 
made, with this purpoſe, that he might make the World > 
It was from theſe Words: God being the eternal Mind had 


from the beginning in himſelf Reaſon, or Logos, ſmce he is from 


eternity Rational or Logicos. Here indeed he proves by 
this Argument the co-eternal Exiſtence of the Word; Rea- 
ſon, Logos with God the Father: God is the eternal Mind; 
and from Eternity, Rational, or Logicos ; therefore the 
Reaſon, or Logos did from m_ exiſt in and with him. 
But who would conclude from this, that the Logos is the 
very Mind or Reaſon of the Father? Nay, who would not 
think the contrary ? For if this had been the Sentiment of 
Athenagoras, he had manifeſtly play'd the Fool in proving 
idem per idem thus: God is the eternal Mind; therefore 
he had a Mind in him from Eternity. Though o- 
ras faid a little before, that the Son of God is the Mind of 
the Father, namely, in that Senſe, in which I there explain- 
ed it; yet here (where he ſpeaks more ſtrictly and proper- 
ly) he plainly diſtinguiſhes the Son of God . Mind 


4 P- 10. 


the Nic ENE FAITH. 283 


of God, and makes this the Cauſe of that. But to extris 
cate the Reader out of this Labyrinth, it is to be ohſerved, 
that Athenagoras was of the ſame Opinion with moſt of the 
Antients, namely, that the Divine Perſon, which we call 
the Word, and Son of God, was after an ineffable and; in- 
comprehenſible manner born of the Mind and Thought 
of God from Eternity. There are alſo many Things to 

perſuade us that this Myſtery. was delivered to us by the 
Apoſtles. Andrew Rivet. © affirms it to be certain from 
Scripture, Me are ſure (ſays he) that there is that order be- 
twixt the Father and the Son, as there is letwixt him that 
ſpeaks inwardly, and the Word and Speech of him that ſpeaks 
muardiy. But, be that as it will, it is certain many of the 
Fathers thought ſo. For they determined that the Word 
of God the Father was ſo called, comparatively, not ta the 
outward Word of Man, but to the inward: Thought, or 
Notion, called by the Rhiloſophers, the Word of the Mind 
and thereſore that, as that internal Word proceeds neceſſa- 
rily from the Mind of Man, and exiſts with: it, ſo his 
Word is neceſſarily. begotten of God the Father, and co- 
eternal with him: Laſtly, as Man, God's Image, whilſt 
he thinks, finds as it were another Perſon within him talk- 
ing with him; ſo in God (who is the Archetypal Image, 
in whom is moſt perfectly ſeen, what is only ſhadowed 
forth. obſcurely in Man) there is his Word, another, and 
really a diſtinẽt Perſon. from himſelf. Thus Tertullian 
elegantly explains this Myſtery : © Obferve, when you 
« ſilently reaſon with your ſelf, that this paſſes within 
“ you, namely, that your Reaſon and your Word occur 
tc to you at every Motion of Thought and Senſe. What» 
ce ſoever you meditate, is your Word; whatſoever you think, 
ce is your Reaſon. You muſt ſpeak that in your Mind, and 
« when you ſpeak, you have the Word talking with you, 
ce in, which is this Relation, that when you think you 
* ſpeak with it, and when you ſpeak you think by it. 
Thus there is after a ſort two Words in you, by which 
you ſpeak thinking, and think ſpeaking ; the very Word 


In Cap, 1, Genel, Exereit, 3. prope finem. | 2 Tert, p. 503. 
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« js twofold. How much more fully is this in Godz 
& whoſe Image and Similitude only thou art, ſo that he 
6“ hath in himſelf a ſilent Reaſon, and a rational Word! 
Every one muſt ſee that according to this Hypotheſis Athe- | 
nagoras is right. But Tarian his Contemporary hath more . 
clearly expreſſed the mind of Athenagorat, ſpeaking of the 
co- eternal Exiſtence of the Father and Son in theſe Words: 
* The Word which was in him ſubſted with him by a rational 
Power. And a little after: The Word from the rational Pow- 
er. Where you ſee the Word is plainly diſtinguiſh'd from 
the rational Power, and this manifeſtly made to be the Cauſe 
of that, as ſhall be more fully ſhewn, when we come to 
Tatian. 9 1 . . 
6. Now if thoſe that uſe this reaſoning of Athenagoras 
to prove the co-eternal Exiſtence of the Son with the Fa- 
ther, are to be accounted Sabellians, almoſt all the Antients 
beſore the Council of Nice were Sabelliant, yea the Catho- 
lics who lived at that time and after; for os all fought 
with this Weapon. I could bring many Teſtimonies of 
this, bur I ſhall content my ſelf with one from the great 
Athanaſius, who argues thus againſt the Arians: God is 
Eternal; now ſince the Father is Eternal, his Effulgence, 
which is his Word is alſo Eternal. And again: The exiſtent | 
God hath a Word exiſting from him; for the Mord was not E 
made afterwards, not exiſting before, neither was the Father 2 
at any time without a Word. But what occaſion for many 1 
Words? Petævius himſelf thinks this kind of Argument 
ſound, and ſolid, and he excellently explains it: As for the 
Antients (ſays he) who diſpute thus : “ The Son is there- 
cc fore Co- eternal with the Father, becauſe the Father ne- 
* ver exiſted without his Wiſdom and Power, the Light 
ce without irs Splendor, &c. They rightly uſe theſe 
* Words, if they are not taken in a formal Senſe (as they 
| cc ſpeak) but a cauſal, or illative one. For though the Son, 


cc as Son, is not that very Wiſdom, by which the Father 


is Wiſe, yet he is neceſſarily joined with it, and ariſes 
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« from it. For the Wiſdom, or Intelligence, which is in 

« the Father, nay, which is the Father, is a ſimple Act, 
c not an Habit, or Faculty. Moreover, every Act of Wil- 

« dom or Underſtanding neceſſarily comprehends in it 

Wiſdom or Underſtanding expreſſed, that is, a Word, 
nor can it be conceived without it. The Fathers there- 

« fore juſtly conclude the Eternity of the Son from the 

<« Eternity of the Father. For Mind will never be with- 

ce our Word (as © Cyril ſays), nor can Word be underſtood 

« without Mind, or Meaning formed in it; which Thing 

<« he more fully explains in the fourth Book of his Thee 

« rus. And as we rightly conclude, that Wiſdom,” by 

& which the Father is formally Wiſe, to be Eternally in 

ce the Father, becauſe the Father never was without Wiſ- 

« dom; ſo alſo we no leſs neceſſarily prove that the Wiſ- 

ce dom born of that, and expreſſed, is Eternal; becauſe he 

ce could not be actually Wiſe, or underſtand without 
4 Knowledge expreſſed, i. e. a Word: Eſpecially conſi- 
ce dering that there is no difference between 1 Father's be- 
cc Be” 1H as Father, 4. e. with regard to his Property and 
« Perſon, and his ſpeaking 3 for that can't be underſtood 
|: without the Knowledge expreſſed, ora Word, as a Term: 
e So that the Word may be ſaid to be, a certain extrinſic 
; « Form, by which the Father ſpeaks, and is actually in- 
cc telligent. So then thoſe Things are very true, which 
2 <« the Antients make out in diſputing upon the Eternity 
2 <« of the Son, that the Father was not without Wiſdom, 
« without Word. For indeed he had been without Rea- 
« ſon, or Word, and Wiſdom, if he had not actually un- 
* derſtood Eternally, which he can't do without a Word.“ 
Thus Petavius learnedly and acutely, as uſual. Let us pro- 
ceed to explain this famous Paſſage of eee, 

7. (4.) Athenagoras plainly teaches, that the Word, by 
that Proceſſion, he ſpeaks of, was not ſeparated from the 
Father, nor did exiſt without him; but as he was in God 
the Father before the Proceſſion, and from Eternity, he 
abides in him after it; and to Eternity. For he ſo aſſerts 


1 In Joann. 4. p. 413. 
"Ec | |: the 
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the Father and Son to be one, as that the Son is in the 
Father, and the Father in the Son. Therefore, according 
to Athenagoras, that Proceſſion of the Word, was only in 
order to operate; as he himſelf plainly ſignifies, when he 
ſays, he proceeded to be the active Power of the Creation. 
In ſhort, according to Athenagoras, the Word before Pro- 


ceſſion differs only in this from the Word after Proceſſi- 
on, that before it was quieſcent with the Father, after 


was Operative, was the fame Word in both States, and 
always abiding in the ſame God the Father. 

8. (5-) Laſtly, From all this it follows, that, although 
Athenagoras thought the Word was called the Firſt-born of 
the Father, becauſe of his Proceſſion ; he never meant that 
that Proceſſion was the true and proper Generation of the 

Son. For that 1s to be called the true and proper Genera- 
tion of any Thing or Perſon, by which it is made or pro- 
duced : But Athenagoras expreſsly denies, that the Word 
or Son of God was made or produced, by the Proceſſion 
of which he ſpeaks. Now as a Thing is often ſaid to be, 
or be made, when it firſt appears, fo the Word and Son of 
God, which was without all beginning from God the 
Father, and with him, the co-eternal Off-ipring of the 
eternal Mind, is then ſaid to be born, when in the Crea- 


tion of all Things he was manifeſted ro the Creatures, and 


God the Father by him. Upon this Account, as we ſhall 
ſee hereafter, ſome of the Antients have called that Proceſ- 
ſion of the Word, the Revelation and Oſtenſion of the 
Son of God ; and have faid, that thereby he was made 
viſible, as it were, to the World. It is manifeſt then, 
that they underſtood a figurative and metaphorical Genera- 
tion. To ſum up all in a few Words. That alone is the 
true and proper Generation of the Son, by which he ex- 
iſted from Eternity of God the Father, as the Production 
of his eternal Mind. Upon the Account of this eternal 
Original and Exiſtence he is truly called the Son of God, 
namely, as Tertullian ſpeaks, every Original is a Parent, 
and every Thing that comes from the Original is an Off- 


Adv. Prax, c. S. 
ſpring. 


bn 
8 


rs WT BS AAAS CS n 
PPP 


Dr N 

T ² A TE SES 

, K n We SS LN. 
= 14 5 N * Ne N W J 
I ENS St 3 Fry oth Yoo RNS SE LE r % — 
A 3 2 fiRY 9 1 RR e ö F 4 £57 Ts 712 
r D S , + < ä 1 1 18 


in 


J 2 2 m—_—_ 8 


3 


oo 
the NI CEN R F AIT. 287 


ſpring. Athangſius f. peaks like Tertullian: e For if the 
« Word was not of God, they might juſtly deny him 
cc to be the Son; bur if he is of God, how do they not 
c perceive, That that which is of any Thing, is the Son 


of that Thing, of which it is.“ Again: The Word 


ce then is the Son, not juſt begotten, not called the Son, 
ce but always the Son. For if he was not the Son, nei- 
ce ther would he be the Word; and if not the Word, 
<« neither the Son. For that which is of the Father is the 
« Son. And what is of the Father, if the Word be not, 
cc which is conceived in him, and proceeds from him?” 
Was Athenagoras ignorant of this? No indeed. We have 
largely ſhewed before, that he owned the eternal Producti- 
on of the Word from the Divine Mind. Therefore all 
Things duly conſidered, there only remains this one 
Thing which ſeems culpable in Athenagoras's Explication, 
namely, that he calls the Word the Firſt-born of the Fa- 
ther, upon Account of the Proceſſion, of which he ſpeaks. 
But wheſoever lays this to his Charge, is himſelf guilty of 
an unprofitable vain Contention about Words. For to 
what purpoſe ſhould we wrangle about Words, and the 
Ways of ſpeaking, when we are agreed about the Thing 


it ſelf? Again, the Catholic Fathers who lived after the 


Riſe of the Arias Controverſy, and yang them Arhana- 
ſius himſelf, as we ſhall clearly prove hereafter, determined 
that the Son of God was called the firſt-born i, 
(the ſame as the @g@nmr yirrnun of Athenagoras), becauſe 


of his Proceſſion from God the Father to make all Things, 


and conceived that Proceſſion to be a certain Generation. 
J would entreat the honeſt ſtudious Reader to remember 
well this Explanation of Athenagoras s (in which he pro- 
feſſes a little after to have been very exact about the Chri- 
ſtian Doctrine), which, if he does, I dare engage he will 
much better attain the Meaning of the other Antients, 
who meant the ſame, but have expreſſed themſelves gene- 
rally in a more obſcure manner. 


Tom. 1, p. 1. p. 628. p. 636. 
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Tatian's Dofrine of the Son's Eternity is large- 
| y declared. 


ATT AN, Contemporary with AHthenagoras comes 
next. He is reckoned by Petavius, the Author of 
the Irenicum, and Sandius, among the other Fa- 

thers, who with * Arizs deny the Eternity of the Son. I 
could plead, that Tarian after the Death of his Maſter Ju- 

ſtin fell into Hereſy, and therefore that his Authority is of 
no value. But I have no need of ſuch an Anſwer. The 
Words of Tatian, from which Petavius, &c. concludes this 


his Hereſy, ſeem to me only to want an attentive candid 


Interpreter. Thus he writes: “ I will lay before you 
cc our Tenets more plainly : God was in the beginning. 
C Now we have heard, that the beginning is the Power 
« of the Word. For the Lord of all, being himſelf the 
ce Subſtance of all, was alone, | with regard to the Creati- 
on not yet made |, but as he was the whole Power and 
e Subſtance of all Things, viſible and inviſible, all Things 
« were with him. For the very Word himſelf; hich 
« was in him, ſubſiſted with him by a rational Power, 
c and by his Will the Word proceeded + out of his Sim- 
plicity. But the Word not going into empty Air, 
« became the firſt-begotten Work of the Spirit; we know 
« him to be the Beginning or Principle of the World.“ 
I will propoſe to the impartial Reader an Explication of 
this place, which being underſtood, I hope he will eaſily 
acquit Tatian of Hereſy in this Article, and will clearly 


| fee that he agrees with the NMicene Fathers in the main of 
what is before us. 


c 


* By the Auſwer to the Queries, Dr. Clarke, gc. he is accounted a 
Sabellian. p. 145. + See Dr. Grabe's reading, or rather Ver- 
fron above. | | : 
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2. Firſt then the Words, [ God as in the beginning 3 
we have heard that the Power of the Mord is the beginning, 


are to be weighed. Here it 1s of great concern, that we 


know what Tatian means by the Power of the Word. Petc- 
vius thought he meant the ſame by the Power of the Mord. 
as afterwards by whar he calls the rational Power, by which 
again he underſtands nothing elſe but the Force and Power 
of Reaſon, by which God can make all T hings. But I am 


fully perſuaded, that by the Power of the Word, is abſolute- 


ly to be underſtood the Hora, and Son of God, and I con- 
firm this Perſuaſion, if I'm not miſtaken, by theſe evident 
Reaſons. Firſt, The Power of the Mord is elſewhere con- 
ſtantly found thus uſed in Tatian. So we find it twice in 
the very next Page; whereaſter he had ſaid, that the 
Word or Son of God created Man, after Angels, he thus 
diſcourſes concerning the Providence of the fame Word 
over Man now made: „ The Power of the Word ha- 
« ving within it ſelf the Fore-knowledge of what would 
« happen, not by Fate, but the purpoſe of free Agents, 


4 forctold future Events, and was an hinderer of Evil by 


% Prohibitions, and an encourager of thoſe that would be 
« Good by Praiſes. And when Men followed after one 
« wiſer than the reſt, becauſe the Firſt-born, and declared 
him a God, who was ſet up contrary to the Law of 
«© God, then the Power of the Word rejected the Au- 
&« thor of this Madneſs, and thoſe that followed him. 
Here it is plain, the Power of the Word is the Word or So 
of God. Whence in the latter part of the Sentence the 
Nominative Caſe ij Jvrauss of the Feminine Gender hath a 
Maſculine Relative zvz:, becauſe the Power of the Word 
is in Senſe no more than the Word. Hence Tatian im- 


mediately expreſſeth the Power of the Word, in Words 


which more clearly denote a Divine Perſon: Aud he 
(ſays he) being made after the Image of God, when the more 
powerful Spirit Was ſeparated from him, became Mortal. Here 
after the manner of the Antients (J note it by the bye) 
he calls the Word Spirit, as he had done before: For 


p. 146. p. 147. P. 146. 
| Ce: the 
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the Heavenly Word, who was born a Spirit of God. There 


is only one place more, if I remember right, where the 
Power of the Word occurs in the fame Senſe ; namely, 


where the Chriſtian in the ſame Oration is ſaid to follow 


the Power of the Word, i. e. as appears from the Con- 
text, the Word, or Son of God. © | 

3. Bur we have another Argument for eſtabliſhing our 
Interpretation. It is plain, that the Power of the Word, 
and the Beginning, are the ſame with Tatian: Bur he him- 
{elf a little after interprets the Beginning, the Word, or 
Son of God. If you compare the Words in the beginning 
of the Paragraph cited by us with thoſe in the end, you 
will ſee this more clearly. In the beginning are theſe 
Words : We have heard that the Power of the Word is the be- 
inning 3 in the end are theſe, e know Tv7Tov this to be the 


beginning of the World. This what? this a6yss, or Son of 


God, of whom he had ſpoken before. Who can doubt 
but Tatian ſpoke of the ſame beginning in both Places? 
Nor does the Afhriau Doctor give us his own Fancy here, 
but the more common Opinion 'of Chriſtians, as 1s plain 


from the Words [we have heard] and [we know) moſt of 


the Antients called the Word, or Son of God rhe Begin- 


ning, namely that, in which God was before the World 
was made, and fo God created the World from Eternity. 
So Theophilus Autiochenus, the next to Tatian, reckoning up 
the Names of God in his Book to Axtolycus, ſays, If I call 
him the Word, * I mention his Beginning or Principle. The 


' fame Perſon ſays of the Son of God, He is called the Be- 


ginzing. And a little after; He then being the Spirit of God, 
and the Beginning Wiſdom and Power of the Higheſt. So * 
Clement ot , Alexandria calls the Son of God the Beginning, 
and he that is 2without Beginning. So Origen * upon theſe 
Words ¶ in the beginning God created the Heaven and the 


_ Earth] makes this Note: * What is the beginning of all 
c Things, but our Lord, the Saviour of all, Jeſus Chriſt 


« the firſt-begottcn of every Creature? In this beginning 


EP 157. 
in Genen. 1. 


„% #5 


* See above, #4 Hom. 


« then, 
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ce then, in his Word, God made Heaven and Earth.“ So 
laſtly, (to omit other Aute- M icene Fathers), Methodius in 
the Fragments of his Book of the Creatures, writing upon 
the ſame place of Gengſis, ſays, If any one calls the Wiſdom 
it ſelf the Beginning, he will not miſtake. Nor have the 


Catholic Fathers ſince Arianiſin philoſophized otherwiſe. 


For thus Nax ianxen in the ſecond Oecumenical Sy nod of 
a hundred and fifty Biſhops diſtinguiſhing the three Per- 
ſons of the Divinity. He that is without beginning, the be= 
ginning, and that which is with the Veginnings is one God. 


And a little after: The Name of him who is without beginning 


is the Father, of the beginning the Son, of him who is with the 
beginning, the Holy Ghoſt. The Nature of the three is one, 


namely, God. Belides, 3 Auguſtin, Ferome, and many others, 


ſo explain the Words of Moſes | In the beginning God crea- 
ted the, &c. As to interpret the Beginning to be the Son of 
God. I ſuppoſe it is ſufficiently demonſtrated by theſe 
Arguments, that Talian by the Power of the Word, meant 
the Word, or Son of God. But you will ſay to what pur- 
poſe has Tatian ſaid that God the Father was in the Word 
or Beginning, before the World was made, and even from 
Eternity? 1 anſwer : Tatian had ſaid of God in the Words 
immediately preceding, He who wants nothing is not to be ca- 
lumniated by us, as though indigent. He further declares this 


in the Word immediately following, and hitherto expound- 


ed by us, ſaying, that God from Eternity, and before all 


created Things, and without them was ſelſ- ſufficient ; want» 


ed no Habitation or dwelling Place; nor one with whom 
he might communicate, or in whom he might delight 
himſelf ; for from Eternity he was in his Word and with 
him. Therefore here the co-cternal Exiſtence of the Word 
with God his Father is plainly taught. Beſides, Tatian had 
a mind to ſignify this, that the World it ſelf was after a 
ſort preſent with God, before it was made; the Word be- 
ing really preſent with him, the Principle of the World, 
the Idea, Exemplar, or art Divine, by which, when he 


Photius p. 939. 2 Orat. 35. p. 519. 3 Aug. lib. 11. 
Conf. c. 9. lib. 12. c. 19, 20, 28. Hicron, Queſt. in Geneſin. 


Cc4 . pleaſed, 
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pleaſed, he made all Things; as Peravius himſelf has ſome- 
where explained the word Principle or Beginning, accord- 


tian, to which I proceed, will make it {till clearer, that this 
was his mind in the Words cited. 220 
4. Thus he goes on: For the Lord of all, being him- 
“ ſelf the Subſtance of all, was alone, with regard to the 


* an is plain. The World and all Things therein were, 
e as the School ſpeaks, potentially with God from Eternity. 

« How does he prove this? Thus, Becauſe not only God 
<« the Father ſubſiſted from ell Eternity, but his Word 
« with him, who is the Beginning or Principle of the 
« World, by Virtue of which, after he came out from 
e the Father, all Things were made.“ This, I ſay, was 
Tatian's mind. The World was from Eternity with God 
in its Principle, the Word, which ſubſiſted eternally with 
God the Father. That this may appear more clear, theſe 
Words muſt be weighed more accurately: For the Word 

himſelf, which was in him, ſubſiſted with him by a rati- 
onal Power. I fay, that in theſe Words is plainly declared 
the co- eternal and actual Exiſtence of the Word with God 


and alſo that there is an eternal Cauſe of his Exiſtence. For 
(I.) as to the eternal Exiſtence of the Word with God 
the Father, Tatian ſays expreſſly, that the Word was in 
God, and had exiſted with God, namely, as long as he 
had been God, before the World was created, and when 
God was yet alone (that is, no Creature as yet made). (2.) 
He therein ſigniſics the actual Exiſtence of the Word, in 


and his Word, expreſſing the Exiſtence of both by the 


Word dus ner, ſubſiſted. But this will be more clearly 
demonſtrated againſt Petavius, by and bye. (z.) Tatian 
tells us in more ways than one, that the Word exiſted with 
the Father from Eternity, as a Perſon diſtinct from him. 
For he fays, that he exiſted with God the Father, which 
cannot properly be faid except of two. And ſpeaking of 


ing to the meaning of the Antients. What follows in Ta- 


Creation being nor yet made, c. The Senſe of Ta.. 


the Father, and that as a diſtinct Subſiſtence from him; 


that he attributes the ſame Mode of exiſting to the Father, 


' fame Word: Both he, namely, God the Father and his 


God 
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God the Father, and his Word, he ſaith, both he and the 


: Word that was in him, plainly hinting that the Word was 


not God the Father. Laſtly, leaſt any one ſhould ſuſpect 
that the Word here is the ſame as the Father's rational Pow- 
er, he plainly diſtinguiſhes the Word from the rational 
Power. As for the Words having an eternal Cauſe of his 
co- eternal - Exiſtence with the Father, Tatiaz teaches, that 
the Word was from Eternity with the Father by the rati- 
onal Power, i. e. that he was born Eternally of the Mind 


of the Father, the co-eternal Off-ſpring of the eternal 


Mind, as we have before explained upon Athenagoras. But 


you will ſay, how then doth he ſay that God the Father 
ſubſiſted by his rational Power 2 The Anſwer is eaſy. 
God the Father, according to Tatian, ſubſiſted by a rati- 
onal Power, as by his Form, i. e. he was himſelf Mind, 


and Reaſon Eternal. But God the Son, or the Word ſub- 


ſiſted with God the Father by a rational Power, as by an 


efficient Cauſe, that is, was from Eternity begotten of the 


Father's Mind, the co-eternal Off-ſpring, as we have often 
ſaid, of the eternal Mind. That may ſeem abſurd indeed 
that Tatian ſays, that not only his Word, bur himſelf was 
with God the Father before the World was made. But in 
common ſpeaking, ſuch as Tatian ſometimes uſes, it is a 


trite Form for one to be ſaid to be with himſelf. - So we 
commonly ſay, No Body vas with me but my ſelf. | 


5. We muſt now anſwer Petavius. © Tatian (fays he) 
* ſeems to have thought that the Word, produced by the 
« Father, was not exiſtent actually from Eternity, but po- 
« tentially,' by a rational Power, as afterwards all Things 
« were made by the ſame.” But, I ſay, Tatian can't ſeem - 
to any one to have thought rhus, who ſhall conſider his 
Words alittle more attentively. For if to exiſt by a rati- 
onal Power, is in Tatian's Senſe, to exiſt not actually, bur 
potentially: For he ſays as well of God the Father as his 
Word, that they ſubſiſted from Eternity by a rational 
Power. But ſee here Petaviuss Ingenuity ; that he might 
gain his Point, he hath corrupted Tariar's Text, in it ſelf 
plain enough, and has tranſlated thus: The Mord it ſelf, 
which was in him, ſubſited by a rational Power, But what 


Came 
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puny Greciaz would not rather have thought the Words 


ſhould be rendered, as the Interpreter has done it: Both 
be and the Word which was in him, &c. Grant however this 
abſurd Verſion, what good will it do Petævius? I deſire the 
Jeſuit to tell me, what he will do with thoſe Words [the 
Word that was in him] let him ſay how, according to Tatian, 
the Word was in God the Father from Eternity. He muſt 
fay in the Power of Reaſon, not in Act; and then fee 
what a groſs Solæciſm will ariſe from the Words of Tatian. 
They will amount to this: The Word, which was in 
the Father in the Power of Reaſon, not in Act, did ſubſiſt 
with the Father not in Act, but the Power of Reaſon only: 
What can be more abſurd than this? Beſides, what ſober 
Man can perſuade himſelf that [by the rational Power ] 
means nothing elſe but in potential, potentially, as the 
Words are uſed by Philoſophers to denote thofe Things, 
which though not actually Exiſtent, may exiſt from ſome 
certain Cauſes. Surely aoyix# Jvaws doth here expreſs a 
rational Power, or if I may ſo ſpeak, Faculty; and when 
the Word is faid to have ſubſiſted with the Father before 
the World was made, even from Eternity, by his rational 
Power, the Cauſe of the Word's eternal Exiſtence with 
the Father is clearly ſignified. So that this is the plain 

meaning of Tarian : As in Man, his internal Word neceſ- 
ſarily flows from his rational Power, and exiſts with it, 
ſo by the rational Power of God the Word, which was 
in him Eternally, the Word ſubſiſted with him Eternally. 
Moreover, Tatian hath ſaid, as we ſaw before, that God 
was eternally in his Word. What? Was God in that, 
which as yet was not, except potentially? He alſo aſſerts, 
that God was ſo in the Word, before the World was made, 
as that he did not want one, with whom he might com- 
municate himſelf. Could he affirm this of the Word 


which did not then actually exiſt? Laſtly, We muſt look 


back upon the Paſſage cited from Athenagoras, and compare 
it with this of Tatian: For theſe two Writers do mutually 
illuſtrate one another. Athenagoras denies that the Word, 
or Son of God is made ; adding this Reaſon for it, that 
fince God the Father is eternal Mind, eternally n 

| that 
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that is, as Tatian ſpeaks, has a rational Power, he muſt ne- 
ceſſarily have in him a Word. But how, according to 
Athenagoras, had God the Father a Word in him Eternally; 
in Power, or Potentially only? This is trifling. For thus 


the Learned Author might have affirmed, that there is no- 


thing in Nature made; becauſe all Things have exiſted 
Eternally in the Divine Power. Athenagoras then and Ta- 
2ian alſo underſtood an actual Exiſtence of the Word. 
And indeed who does not ſee an exact Agreement between 
what they have both ſaid upon the Eternity of the Son. 
Athenagoras argues, that God the Father had a Word in him 


Eternally, becauſe he was eternally Rational. In like man- 
ner Tarian ſays, that the Word ſubſiſted with the Father be- 


fore the World was, and conſequently Eternally. How 2 
By a rational Power. The Caſe is plain indeed. Let us 
proceed to explain Tatian's Text. 

6. Theſe Words follow in Tatian. By his Will the 
« Word proceeded out of his Simplicity, but the Word 
« not going into empty Air, became the firſt-begotten 


Work of the Spirit. We know him to be the Beginning 


ce of the World. Here Tatian's neoridnns is the ſame as 
Athenagoras s TgoYevars, both the Proceſſion of the Word. 
Tatian manifeſtly ſignifies, that the ſame Word, which ſub- 
ſiſted eternally in and with the Father, when God was 
pleaſed to make the World, proceeded from him. How ? 
In Operation, that he might be the active operating Power 
of the Creation, as Athenagoras hath explained it. Or, 
as Tatian a little after, that be might be the Beginning or 
Principle of the World. Tatian's firſt-begotten Work, 
though ſomething harſhly expreſſed, is the ſame as the 
Tear wwrnue, the firſt- born of Athenagoras, Both of 
them alluded to the Words of the Apoſtle, Col. i. 15. The 
firſt- born of every Creature. But Tatian calls the Word, 
a Work, not in himſelf conſidered (for he had ſaid before 
that he ſubſiſted from Eternity) but with regard to his 
Proceſſion. So that this is his Senſe. When God was 
pleaſed to make the World, he cauſed this firſt, that the 
Word #6uld proceed from him; or his firſt Work was, 
the ſending forth the Word, that afterwards all Thin 
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might be made by him. For this was his expreſs Doctrine, 


that there is nothing between Matter and God, the Maker 


of Matter ; therefore that every Creature, not the Angels 
excepted, are Matter ; thar it 15 the Property of Matter to 


have a Beginning; laſtly, that God alone is the Maker of 


Matter. But he that taught thus, diſtinguiſhes the Word 
from Matter, and plainly determines that he is the Maker 


of it. This will be clear from the comparing ſome Places 


in Tatian It is thus: (ſays he) We may ſee that the whole 
Frame of the World, and all the Fabric was made of Matter, 
and Matter was firſt produced by God. A little after, in the 
fame Place, he determines by Conſequence, that the Demons, 
as the Heathens call them, the Angels are made of Matter. 
Again, a little below the place we have been examining, he 
diſtinguiſheth the Word of God from all Matter, and ex- 
preſſly ſays, that he is the Maker of Matter. For the Word 
is ſaid by Tian, himſelf to have made Matter for himſelf. 
Alittle after are theſe Words: * For Matter is not with- 
<« out Beginning, as God is, nor by Reaſon of its being 


cc without Beginning, is it of equal Power with God, but 


ce it is made, and not made by any other, but produced by 
« the Maker of all Things only.” Hence, though he 
hath uſed the Name of God purely and religioufly, not 
attributing it to any other but God, he hath not feared to 
call the Word God. For, ſays he, We do not tall foolifh- 
ly, nor report Trifles to you, 2phen e tell you that God mas 
made in the Form of Man. After the fame manner he of- 
ten ſpeaks elſewhere. I will not anſwer for the Similitudes, 
which Tatian uſes in explaining: after ſome ſort, the My- 


ſtery of the eternal Proceſſion, or Profilition of the Word, 


which follow the Paſſage we have explained. Very few, if 
any, Similitudes, eſpecially rhoſe that are accommodated to 
the Explication of Divine Matters (concerning which we 
cannot ſpeak plain) run on all four. Beſides, I think I 


* p. 15. 2 p. 145. * Dr. Whitby ſays, that according to 
Tatian, nothing can be Ged which is not ayagy ev; but Tatian here affirms 
the Word to be God, he therefore affirms him to be ayagyey. Nay, he 
affirms him to be ayagxop as bets , Kc. p. 159. 0 
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have ſufficiently explained Tatiav's Doctrine concerning the 
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Co- eternity of the Son. = 
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Cn Ar. VII. 
The Opinion and Faith of Theophilus Antio- 


chenus, concerning the Eternity of the Son, is 
plainly ſhewed to be ſound, catholic and con- 
ſonant to the Nicene Creed in the main. 


T*HEOPHILUS follows, the fixth Biſhop of 
Antioch after the Apoſtles. © Petavius places him al- 
ſo among thoſe Ante-Nicene Fathers, who appro- 
ved the blaſphemous Tenet of Arius, There was a Time 
Let T heophilus ſhew himſelf then in 


entire, well furniſh'd and guarded with his own Armour, 
not mangled and ſtript, as Petavius hath repreſented him. 
In his ſecond Book to Autolycus, after he hath ſaid that the 


Prophets had ſpoken conſonantly of the Things paſt, and 
thoſe that were preſent, ſo that there could be no Reaſon to 


doubt, but that the Things future would alſo happen in 
their time, he proceeds thus: And firſt they have taught 
« us with one Voice, that he made all Things of nothing. 
<« 2 For there was nothing Contemporary with God; bur 
& he being his own Place, wanting nothing, and & exiſt- 
<« ing before Ages, would make Man, that he might be 
«© known to him. He prepared a World for him. For 
cc he being created is indigent : But God not created 
« wants nothing. God then having his own Word with- 
c in him, begat him with his Wiſdom, breathing him 
cc forth before all Things. He had this Word as the Mi- 


De Trin. lib. 1. c. 3. 6. 6. 


2 p. 88. * Texo, extans. 
Vide. Steph. Fheſ. 25 


s niſter 
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ce niſter of thoſe Things which were created by him, and 


« by him he made all Things. He is called the Principle, 


cc or Beginning, as being the Author and Governour of all 
«© Things made by him. He then being the Spirit of God, 
<« and the Principle, the Wiſdom, the Power of the High- 
« eſt, firſt told the Prophets, and by them ſpoke [ro 
cc others] the Things concerning the Creation of the 
« World, and all other Matters. For the Prophets were 
c not when the World was made, but the Wiſdom of 
« God which is in him, and his Holy Word, which 
cc is always with him.” To this we muſt add another 
place of the ſame Theophilus in the fame Book, where, 
after he has ſaid that the Word is the Son of God, leſt the 
Heathens ſhould conceive ſomething abſurdly concerning 
the Son of God, he cautiouſly (in Imitation gf Athenagoras, 
J ſuppoſe) ſubjoins an Explication of the Myſtery in theſe 
Words: Not as the Poets and fabulous Writers fay, 
cc the Sons of God are begotten of Coition, but as the 
ce Truth tells us, the Word de in the Father ; for be- 
« fore any Thing was made, he had this Counſellor, * 
cc“ his Mind and his Wiſdom. And when he was pleaſed 
cc to make what he had conſulted upon, he begat and 
* brought forth this Word, the firſt-born of every Crea- 
ce ture; not being himſelf void of the Word, but after 


c he had begotten the Word, always converſing with his 


ce Word, as the Holy Scriptures teach, and all the inſpi- 
cc red Writers, of which St. John ſays, * In the beginning 
« was the Word, and the Word was with God; ſhewing, that 
ce at firſt God was alone, and the Word in him; he after- 
« wards faith, Aud the Word was God; all Things were made 
« by him, and without him as not any Thing made.” 

2. In theſe Places, I confeſs, there is a certain Generation 
attributed to the Son by Theophilus ſomething before the 


1 p. 100, * * Dy, Whitby in tranſlating this Place makes T#T0y 
a demonſtrative, not a relative, and adds nimirum & ipſius without 


any Authority from the Original ; in this the more inexeuſable, becauſe, 


he blamed the Biſhop for a leſs Liberty taken in tranſlating a Paſſage of 
Clemens Alexandr. and alſo becauſe the Biſhop himſelf 45 rendered it 


with more favour to his Adverſaries than was neceſſary. 2 St. John's 


_ Goſp.c. i. v. 1. 


Creation 
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Creation of the World. But what Generation did he 
mean ? Not that of a Perſon not actually exiſting before; 
but with Arhenagoras, T he Generation of one who was not 
made, who was Eternally with God, and therefore not a 
true and proper Generation (ſuch as that, by which a 
Thing, or Perſon is made, or produced) but one figurative- 
ly and metaphorically ſo called. God the Father (ſays he) 
did ſometime beget that very Word, which he had in him 
his Counſellor from Eternity, whom he yet hath and Eter- 
nally will have as being always in him. But how did he 
beget him? By breathing him forth, as in the former Place, 
or bringing him forth, as in the latter, before the Creation. 
What can this be, I pray, except the operative Proceſſion 
before ſpoken of by Auhenagorat? After the ſame manner, 
he ſays, God the Father brought forth his Wiſdom, i. e. 
the Holy Spirit, when he was about to make the World. 
Namely, the Son and Holy Spirit is that full and un- 
ſpeakable Miniſtry (as renews, who was near T heophilus) 
which always was with God the Father, though he want- 
ed not Angels, or any other Miniſtry for the making 
thoſe Things which were made. Theſe then, when he 
pleaſed, he ſent forth in Operation for the Creation of the 
Univerſe. But let us more accurately examine the Words 
of Theophilus in both the cited Places, that having made 
out of them a certain Scheme of his Doctrine concerning 
the Word, or Son of God, we may make it manifeſt to all 
Men, that the venerable Patriarch was truly Catholic in 
this Point. Firſt, Theophilus teaches, that the Word co- 
exiſted with the Father from all Eternity. The Words 
of the former Place are expreſs: His Holy Word, which 
was with him abvays. And in the latter Place, Theophilus 
faith, that the Word before that Production, of which he 
ſpeaks, and even from Eternity, was a Counſellor to God 
the Father. Nay, he expreſsly takes care (as Athenagoras 
bad done) that no Faber ſhould attribute a Beginning 
to the Son of God, as to ſome Son of Fove, or conceive of 


2. Iren. lib, 4. c. 17. 
| him 
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him otherwiſe, than as the Word of God always exiſting 
in him. {IS 5 | „ „ uy da rn 

© 3. Secondly, Tt is plain Theophilus thought the Word, as 
he was Eternally in and with God the Father, to be a li- 
ving and ſubſiſting Word, a Perſon, and that diſtin& from 
God the Father. For when he faith in the latter Place, 


that the Word, before he was brought forth, and conſe- 


quently from Eternity, was God the Father's Counſellor, 


he clearly denotes, not a Thing, if we may fo ſpeak, but a 


Perſon in God. Now it is plain, that he who is a Coun- 
ſellor to another, muſt be diſtin& from him, whoſe Coun- 
ſellor he is. Again, what can be more clear than thoſe 
Words of the former Place, in which THeophilus faith, that 
the Word and Holy Spirit are always with the Father ? 
For it is a true Rule, which we have from Athanaſins * : 


What it Co-exiſtent, is not Co-exiſtent with it ſelf, but another. 


Laſtly, It amounts to the fame, that God the Father is 
faid to converſe with the Word always (as well before as 


after the Prolation) for Converſation muſt at leaſt imply 


two. I cannot but wonder at the Stupidity or Unhappi- 
neſs of Petavius, to think Theophilus believed the Word, 
which he ſays was Eternally in God, to be the ſame with 
God the Father, i. e. the very Eſſence of the Father, or 
his Mind, or Intellect, from which it is that he is called 
Logicos, or Rational. What I have before noted upon 
Athenagoras and Tatian is ſufficient Refutation of this Dream. 
But the Jeſuit concludes, that the Word was not a Perſon 
diſtin& from God the Father before he was brought forth, 


but his very Mind, according to Theophilus, becauſe he 


ſays, that the Word then was internal, within the Father. 


This is a frivolous Argument, and unworthy: ſo great a 


Man, but yet it is Petavius' s perpetual Sophiſm. If he 
finds in any Antient, that the Word is ſaid to be in God, in 
his Heart, Breaſt, Bowels, before the Creation, nothing 
will do but*that Author muſt be of Opinion, that the 
Word is the fame as God the Father, his very Mind and 
Reaſon, whence it is that he is called Rational. But as for 


* Tom, 1. p. 1. Crat. 1, contra Arianos. 


T heophilus, 
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T heophilus, he is eaſily cleared of this Suſpicion. He had 
ſaid in the former Place, that before the Creation, when 
none of thoſe Things were, which now are, God was his 
own Place: Now the Conſequence of this is, that what- 
ſoever co-exiſted with God, muſt be ſaid to be in God, 
&c. Hence a little after deſcribing the co-eternal Exiſtence 
of the Word with God the Father, he ſays, that God before 
the Creation, and therefore eternally, had the Word within 

him; which in the latter Place he expreſſes by the Words 
perpetual, Exiſtence, and being in the Heart of God. Tho? 
I will not deny that Theophilus has alſo an Eye to the Com- 

ariſon between the Divine and Humane Word, which 

eing firſt conceived, and included in the Mind, is after- 
wards. brought forth by Speech; a Compariſon that holds 
in ſome particulars, but fails in more. Now T heophilus 
chiefly intended to ſignify by this way of ſpeaking what 


one of his Predeceſſors Ignatius did, when he ſaid, that the 


Son was with the Father before Ages, and the ſame as the 
Apoſtle St. John, who expreſſes the Exiſtence of the 
Word with the Father, before the Creation in theſe Words: 
In the Beginning was the Word, and the Ward as with God. 
Yea Theophilus himſelf expreſſly cites thoſe Words of the 
Evangeliſt, to prove what he had ſaid, namely, that the 
Word was from Eternity in the Heart of God, and exiſt- 
ent. Now he that ſays the Word is in the Heart of God 
the Father, in this A rar diſtinguiſhes the Word from 
the Heart or Mind of God the Father; ſo that even from 
this one may conclude, that T heophilus 175 not think the 


Word the very Mind of the Father, from which he is 


called Rational, as Peravius dreamt; but the Word pro- 
ceeding from the Divine Mind, yet never disjoined, or 
ſeparated from it, which indeed is the very Doctrine of 
Catholics at this time. But what 3 for many 
Words in fo clear a Caſe ? Petavius, who ſurmiſegof Theo- 
philus, that he never thought the Word a diſtin& Perſon 
from God the Father, before his being brought forth, and 
that for this Reaſon, becauſe he ſaid that he then was in 
the Heart or Bowels of God; the ſame Peravins, I ſay, 
might as well and as a Poe accuſed, the venerable 


Patriarch 


402 A DEFENCE of 


Patriarch of the groſſeſt Sabellianiſin, of believing that the 
Father and Son always were, and even now are the ſame 


Perſon. For T heophilzs ſaith, that the Word is in, and ex» 


iſts in the Heart of the Father always. Now [ abways] is 
the ſame as through all time, and all time comprehends paſt, 
preſent, and future; therefore according to T heophilus, the 
Word, which 1s called the Son of God, as he was from 
Eternity, ſo he is now, and always will be in the Heart 
of God. But it is very plain T heophilus was no Sabellian. 
Vea, he ſo manifeſtly, and that often, diſtinguiſh'd the 
Word from God the Father, that Peravins takes occaſion 
from it to accuſe him of Arianiſm, as though, forſooth, he 
had made too great a Diſtance between God the Father, and 
the Word. Theſe Things will more clearly appear out of 
what J ſhall obſerve further from the Places of Theophilus 
which are before us. is, ans She HE 
4. Thirdly, It is therefore diligently to be noted, that 
T heophilus manifeſtly teaches the Word to be altogether 
the fame, who was in and with God the Father from Eter- 
nity, and who was afterwards begotten of him, when he 
was about to make the World. Upon this our. Defence 
of Theophilus againſt Petavius chiefly turns. For the Ari- 
ans, as well as the Catholics, confeſſed that there was a Word 
in God the Father from all Eternity : And this was the 


Point in Controverſy between them, whether the Word, 


which is called the Son of God, and was incarnate for our 
Salvation, be the ſame Word, as.was in God from all Eter- 
nity, or really another brought forth and made by that 
eternal Word, (as all created Things were), the Arians held 
the latter, the Catholics the former. Therefore if Theo- 
philus held the internal and the produced Word to be two 
different Words, he was an Arian ; if both of them to be 
the fame, he is of our Side. Now Petavius faith, that T Heo- 
Philus ſeems jo have made two Words, the one internal in the 
Father,” who was with him, and in him Eternally, and is his 


very Eſſence, his Mind and Intelleft, by which it is that he is 


Called Rational; rhe other produced, hich God the Father 
brought forth as the Miniſter of his Works. But this is a 
"mere Dream of che Jeſults, chere is no token of it in T- 


Ws Philus, 
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philus, nay, it is repugnant to his expreſs Words. For in 
the latter Place after he hath ſaid, that God the Father had 
the Word in him eternally his Counſellor, he immediately 
adds, that this Word was brought forth; where the de- 
monſtrative Pronoun this manifeſtly reſpects that very 
Word ſpoken of before, i. e. the Word, which the Fa- 
ther had in himſelf eternally his Counſellor. Then when 
T heophilus expreſſly tells us, in the ſame Place, that by the 
Son of God is to be underſtood the Word which was al- 
ways in the Heart of God, how is this conſiſtent with 
what Petavius palms upon Theophilus, namely, that the 
Word, which is called che Son of God, is quite different 
from the internal Word of God. Here is a plain Contra- 
diction between Theophilus, and his Interpreter Petavins. 
Petavins ſays, T heophilus thought the Word, or Son of 
God, by whom he made all Things, to be different from 
the Word, which was eternally within him: Theophilus 
himſelf expreſsly faith, that that Son of God is the very 

Word eternally exiſtent in God. Laſtly, In the former 
Place, after T heophilus had ſaid, that the Word deſcended 
into the Prophets, and by them ſpoke concerning the Crea- 
tion of the World, &c. He immediately adds: For the 
Prophets were not when the World as created, but the Wiſdons 
ef God, which is in him, and his Holy Word, which is ahvays 

with him. Therefore according to Theophilus, the Word 
which deſcended into the Prophets, which without daubt 
was the Son of God, was the ſame Word, which was 
eternally with God the Father. Petavins in ſome ſort to 
confirm his Fiction, obſerves that Theophilus underſtands 
theſe Words of St. John | In the begiuning was the Ward, 
and the Mord was with God | of the internal Word; but 
thoſe nn the Word was God, all Things were made by 
him] of the produced Word. But he in vain from this 
infers, that Theophilus thought the one different from the 
other. For as St. e. in both the Members manifeſtly 
treats of the ſame Word, ſo alſo 7 Heophilus interprets. them 
both of the fame Word, with this difference only, that 
he underſtands theſe Words In the beginning was the 
Ward, and the Word was with God] of the Word eter- 
Aa Fey os WR. nally 
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' nally exiſtent with God, and, as it were, quieſcent in 


him. Thoſe [the Word was God, and all Things were 
made by him] of the ſame, as proceeding from the Father 
to the Creation, or as Arhenagoras * ſpeaks of the Word 
in Operation. n APR) 
5. Fourthiy, Laſtly, Theophilus clearly teaches by that 
Production, of which he ſpeaks, that the Word was never 
divided, and ſeparated from the Father, as though before 
the Production it exiſted in him, afterwards out of him, 
but eternally ſubſiſted in the Father. For in the latter 
Place he faith, That God the Father, after he had brought 
forth his Word, was not emptied, or void of the Word, bat al- 
Was converſed with his Word, as he eternally did. And in the 
former Place, he expreſſly faith, that the Son of God is the 
Word, which always is in the Heart of God. From hence 
it follows that T Heophilus did not underſtand any other Pro- 
duction or Generation in this place, than that operative 
one, by which God the Father exerted the Almighty Po W- 
er of the Word, ſubſiſting in him from Eternity to Eter- 
nity, in making the Creatures out of Nothing, and pre- 
ſerving them in their Being. For that Operation of the 
Son or Word, which proceeded ad extra (as the School 
ſpeaks) when God the Father pleaſed, remains yet, and will 
never ceaſe. This going forth of the Word from the Fa- 
ther Athanaſius beautifully expreſſeth thus: „ God is 
«« Exiſtence, and not compounded, wherefore his Word is 
« Exiſtence, and not compounded, but one and the only 
c begotten God, who proceeding from the Father, as from 
e a good Fountain, diſpoſes and contains all Things. The 
« Cauſe, for which the Word, the Word of God entered 
ec upon the Creation, is really miraculous, and informs 
ce us of it ſelf, that it could not be otherwiſe than it was. 
« For the Nature of created Things, Things made out 
« of Nothing, is in it ſelf, periſhing, weak, and mor- 


* tal. But the God of all Things 1s bountiful, and in 


Nature exceeding good, and therefore a Lover of Man. 


Ee” Recolled what has been ſaid before upon Athenagoras, ® Vol. 1. 
Tom. 1. p. 40. 8 5 | ET 
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« With a gracious God there can be no Envy. Hence 
* he envics no one his Being, would have all be, that he 
e may be Gracious to all. Seeing then every created Na- 
ce ture, in their proper Proportions, periſhing and diſſolu- 
& ble, that the Univerſe ſhould not be affected by it, and 
e again be reſolved into Non-exiſtence, he therefore made 
c all Things by his on eternal Word, and having given 
Exiſtence to the Creation, left it not to its own. un- 
** ſtable Nature, leſt it ſhould: fall back into Nothing; 
* but as a Gracious, [God] governs. and conſtitutes all 
Things by his own Word, who is alſo God; that thus 
e the World inlightened by the Conduct, Providence, and 
< Diſpoſition of the Word may remain firm.” Here you 
have the very Word [ proceeding] which Athenagoras uſes 
| ſpeaking of the ſame thing. Theophilus hath expreſſed the 
fame Senſe in the Words #g/)4wv and Teopiesr, which re- 
ferred to God the Father, ſignify his ſending forth the 
Word to create all Things. The Father breathed out, or 
ſent forth the Word ; he [the Word | proceeded from the 
Father to the Creation. How did Theophilus ſay, that the 
Word, notwithſtanding this Production, remains always + 
in the Heart of the Father? After the ſame manner Atha- 
naſius philoſophizes of the ſame Thing. He in the fame 


Place ſome time after hath theſe Words: He indeed re- 


mains unmoveable with the Father, yet moves all Things by his 
on Order, as in particular ſeems good to his Father. To 
_ conclude, as Theophilus called the Production of the Word 
his Generation, ſo have I promiſed to ſhew that Arhana- 
ius, and other Catholic Poſt-MNicene Fathers called the Word 
the firſt-born for the ſame Reaſon : Nor do I doubt, by 
God's Will, ro e, that Promiſe. In the mean time, 
it may ſuffice to have ſaid thus much towards the explaining 
Theophiluss Opinion of the Co- eternity of the Son. * 

1 p. 41. * After all the learned Pains our Author has taken to 


vindicate theſe Fathers from the charge of Arianiſm on one Hand, and 
Sabellianiſm on the other, it my juſtly ſeem ſtrange that Dr. Clark, gc. 
ould pay ſo little reſpeò to his Reader, as generally to mention them 
with contempt, and without endeavouring to take off the Force of any 
part of the Argument, ſtill to call them what they were injuriouſiy cal- 


led before, . 
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The Dodrine of Se. Hippolytus the Martyr, 


and of Novatian, or the Author of the Book 
concerning the Trinity among the Works of 


Tertullian, concerning the Co. eternity of the 


T E now proceed briefly to explain the Opinion 
of St. Hippolyrus the Martyr. Sandius at- 
fums he taught that the Son began to exiſt a 


inde 3 the Creation. The Place which 1 pr San- 


dius means, is in the Homily upon God three and one, and 
upon-the Myſtery of the Incarnation, againſt the Hereſy 
of Metus, where he diſcourſes after this manner: «When 
46 God. was alone, and had nothing co-eval with him, he 
ce was pleaſed to make the World, he thought, he willed, 
c he ſpoke it into Being, it was made immediately, it was 


e pefected as he would have it. It is enough then for us 


ce to know only that there is nothing co-eval with God. 
« There was nothing beſides him. He alone was many. 
But he, was not without Reaſon (the Logos or Word) 
«<« Wiſdom and Counſel, All Things were in him, he 
% was all Things. He ſhewed his Word when he pleaſed, 
<« and as he pleaſed, at rhe Times he had appointed, by 


« whom he made all Thin He maketh when he will, 


c he perfecteth when he thinketh, he manifeſteth when 
« he ſpeaketli, he ſheweth forth Wiſdom when he form- 
« eth. He then made, as he pleaſed ; for he was God. 
« He begat the Word, the Head, the Counſellor, and 
« Operator of the Creation, whereas this Word was in 
« himſelf, and inviſible to the created World, he made him 


» Enucl, Hiſt, lib, 1. p. 98. Bibl. Patr. Tom. 15. p. 622. 
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ce viſible; ſending forth that Word which was before- 
e and begetting Light of Light, he produced a Lord for 
<« the Creature, namely, his Reaſon, and makes him viſible, . 
«© who before was only viſible to himſelf, and inviſible to 
ce the World, that the World might ſee him who appear- 
c ed, and be ſaved. And thus another aſſiſts him. When, 
*I fay, another, I do not ſay two Gods, but as Light of 
Light, Water from the Fountain, and a Ray from the 
« Sun. For there is one Power from the Whole; the 
“ Father is the Whole, from whence comes this Power, 
« the Word, This is the Mind, or Senſe, which cometh 
« forth into the World, and is maniſeſted the Son of God, 
« All Things were made by him, and he alone begotten 
« Sethe Father. | | 
2. Lown that Zippohrus doth here attribute a certain Ge- 
neration, immediately. preceding the Creation, to the 
Word, or Son of God: But I deny that he ſpeaks of a 
Generation properly ſo called, which was the Production 
of the Word; ſo that, though it was not before, it then 
began to be. The whole of what Hippothtus ſays is repug- 
nant to this Fancy. For he teaches that God was eternally 
ſo alone, as that he was many. How? God the Father 
was never without Reaſon [the Mord] and Wiſdom, that 
is, the Son and Holy Spirit; and therefore not without 
Counſel, for he had them both his Counſellors. I doubt 
not but this is the genuine Senſe of thoſe Words: There 
was nothing beſides him; be, himſelf was many. Nor was he 
without Reaſon (Hippolytus's Greek was no doubt Ayes) 
without Wiſdom, without Counſel. For the Title of the 
_ Homily declares, that Hippohtus acknowledged God to be 

one, and many, that is three, one in Eſſence, and three in 
Perſons. Hippohhtus alſo calls the third Perſon of the Tri- 
nity, Wiſdom, imitating his Maſter Irenaæus, and ſpeakin 
according to the cuſtom. of thoſe Times. Then Hippolytus 

ſaith that God begat the Word, which he had in himſelf 
eternally. How ? He ſh-ed him at the Times he had de- 
termined with himſelf. He produced a Lord for the Creature. 
Laſtly, he made him viſible to the World, who before was only 
knows to himſelf. Therefore the Generation Hippolytus 
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ſpeaks of, is not the Creation of the Word, but that Decla- 
ration, Production and Maniſeſtation of him, who co-exiſt- 


ed eternally with the Father, which reſpected the Crea- 
tures. So that the Bleſſed Martyr intended the very ſame 


Thing, as we have before ſhewn that Athenagoras did. 

3. The Words of the Place cited perſuade us to inter- 
pret it after this manner, but the other Writings of Hippo- 
bytus, in which he very clearly declares the co-eternal Ex- 
iſtence of the Son with the Father, force us upon it. So 
in his little Pieces againſt Bero and Helice (which we have 
defended againſt the Cavils of Sandius and others) he attri- 
butes the ſame Divine Nature to the Son, and the ſame 
Properties, which are in the Father, namely, that he is * 
without Beginning, Unmade, Infinite, Eternal, and Incom- 
prebenſible. Hippolyras then thought that the Son as well 
as the Father was Eternal, and without Beginning. 85195 


— * * 


4. Moreover there is a little Book now extant under the 


name of Hippolytus, concerning the end of the World, 
Anti- chriſt, and the ſecond coming of Chriſt ;' which, if 
genuine, manifeftly ſhews his Orthodoxy in this Article. 


And indeed Jerome expreſſly witneſſeth that Hippolytus 
had wrote concerning Anti- chriſt, and the Reſurrection. 


Me have alſo the Teſtimony of Photius for it, in the 


two hundred and ſecond Book, where he had mentioned 
and cenſured the Interpretation of Daniel from Hippohtus, 
he ſubjoins : Me have alſo another Book of his concerning Chriſt 
and Anti=chriſt, in which the ſame Style is remarkable, and 
the Notion ſimple and antique. Notwithſtanding there are 
ſome learned Moderns who confidently enough reject it, 
but in my Mind upon very ſlender Grounds, or rather 
ſuch as, if truly weighed, are againſt them. (I.) The 
Style 1s not ſuch as they would have, and the Book begins 
with +744 yag. An Exception which Labbe * juſtly de- 
rides. But, beſides that the Learned in this way well 
know that it᷑ is in vain to expect great Politeneſs from all the 


* Apud Anaſtaſſum Biblioth. in Collect. fragm. 60. p. 228. 
* Ayeg ia, 4 rrnoies aid oTus. » Hieronym. Catal. c. 61. 
3 Phot. Cod. 202, p. 526. 4 Labbe de Script. Eccl. 471. 
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Greek Eccleſiaſtical Writers, Photius, who without doubt 
had read his Works, has expreſſly told us, that his Style had 
not an elegant turn. And in another Place he ſpeaks thus of 
it: He is really a diſgrace to the Rules of Eloquence. Ano- 
ther thing that diſpleaſes theſe Cenſors is, that he has many 
vain Conjectures about the Birth and Life of Anti- chriſt; 
namely, that he would not be a Man, but a Devil, in Hu- 
mane Shape. But who does not know that the Writers of 
that _ taugbt many abſurd Things about that obſcure 
Matter? And Phorius expreſſly teſtifies of Hippolytns in his 
Interpretation of Daniel, where he ſpeaks of Anti-chriſt, 
that ts recires many Things in the antique Way, not in 
that exact one that came in afterwards. . Nay, of this very 
Piece, intitled, concerning Anti-chriſt, he ſays, as we have 
heard before, that the Notions are Rough and Antique. 
Beſides, it was a current Opinion in the antient Church, 
that Anti-chriſt was to be conceived of an evil Spirit. The 
eat St. Martin ſpeaks of it with great Aſſurance. So 
oes the Author of a Treatiſe concerning Anti- chriſt 
among Auſtin's Works: Thus he writes of his Conception: 
c The Devil ſhall enter into the Womb of his Mother; 
e ſhall fill, encompaſs, overſhadow, inwardly and our- 
ce wardly poſſeſs her.” JUreneus * (whoſe Scholar it is faid 
Hippolytus was) delivers the ſame Notion. «© He [Anti 
6 Chriſt] having all the Power of the Devil, ſhall come, 
ce not as a juſt King, nor as a lawful one in the Subjection 
e of God, but Impious, Unjuſt, and Lawleſs, as an Apo- 
c ſtate, Unrighteous, and a Murderer, as a Thief, and the 
« Sum total of deviliſh Apoſtaſy.“ Theſe Things there- 
fore do greatly confirm it to be genuine. Laſtly, they 
object againſt him, that he affirms the Souls of Men eter- 
nal, which was Origen's Fiction. From this I borrow no 
ordinary Argument to prove Hippolytus the real Author. 
For Origen, as Jerome ſays, was ſome time Hippolytuss 
Scholar; who alſo ſays that Hippolyrus ſignifies in a certain 
Homily, that he ſpake in the Church in the preſence of Origen. 


Phot. Cod. 121. p. 302. 2 Sulpitius Severus Dial, 2. c. 16. 
2 Iren, lib, 5, c. 25. P. 474 # Catal. Script. c. 727272. 
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No wonder then if they had ſome Sentiments in common. 
But the Antient Eccleſiaſtical Writers have with great con- 
ſent told hat Hippohtus was Scholar to Clemens Alexandria. 
Now Clemens is found to be a Favourite of the Platonic De- 
cree concerning the Pre-exiſtence of Souls, as Huctius * alſo 
has: obſerved. - From this Clement, Hippolytus and Origen, 
both of them his Scholars, though Hippohtus the Senior, had 
this Opinion. In ſhort, all Things in the Book concern- 


ing Anti- chriſt do ſo well agree to Hipolprus, that if the 


\ 


Men would take it to be his. | 
3. Let us now hear a very plain Teſtimony for the Son's 
Eternity out of it. FHippoly1us introduces the Saints in the 
laſt Judgment, thus ſpeaking to the Lord Chriſt. “ Tre- 
< mendous | Lord], When ſaw aue thee naked, and cloathed 
<« thee? Immortal, Ihen ſaw ue thee a ſtranger, and took 
ce thee in? Gracious, When {aw we thee infirm, or in pri- 
% ſon, and viſited thee, Thou art the eternally. exiſtent 
< Being, thou * art without beginning, as is the Father, 
< Aud co. eternal with the Spirit. Thou art he, who made 
all Things out of Nothing. Here you ſee that Hippo- 
Htus ſays as well of the Son, as of the Father, that he is 


Title ſaid nothing of the Matter, the more diſcerning 


without beginning 3 as Chriſt is. alſo ſaid to be . 
ginning in the Fragments in Anaſtaſius, and by Clement of 
Alexanaria Hippolytus's Maſter. You may ſee there alſo the 


entire and perfect Trinity deſcribed, the three Perſons, Fa- 


ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt co-exiſting Erernally. Tt is 


manifeſt then, that Hippolytus, how much fo ever out of the 
way in other reſpects, was free from the Arian Errors. 

6. Of all the Aute-Micene Writers we have named, 
who ſeemingly denied the Eternity of the Son, but really 
did not, the only one remaining is Novatian, or the Au- 
thor of a Book concerning the Trinity, among the Works 
of Tertullian. There is no Occaſion for being at much 
Pains about an Author of ſo low a Character in the Church. 
Let us hear however what he has wrote upon this Matter 


5 - Strom. 1, 3. Bibl. Patr. Tom. 12. p. GO. * Tud v 
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in his Book, Ch. xxxi. There then, after he had ſpoken of 
God the Father, he ſubjoins theſe Words concerning the 
Son of God : * Of whom | God the Father] the Son the 
Word was born, when. he pleaſed, by whom is not un- 
c“ derſtood the Sound of the beaten Air, or the Tone of a 
« Voice expreſſed. from within, but the Subſtance of a 
ce Power brought forth of God is acknowledged. The 
« Secrets of whoſe Holy and Divine Nativity neither 
« hath the Apoſtle learned, nor the Prophet diſcovered, 
<« nor the Angel, nor the Creature known. They are 
« known to the Son alone, who knows the Father's Secrets. 
<« He therefore, being begotren of the Father, is always in 
the Father. But I ſo ſay [always], as to prove, not 
de that he was unbegotten, but begotten. Now he that 
<<, was before all Time, muſt be ſaid always to have been 
ec in the Father. For no Time can be aſſigned him, who 
«©, Was before him. For he was always in the Father, other- 
<« wiſe the Father was not always the Father. And he is 
< alſo before him; for it is neceſſary he ſhould be before, 
ce as he is Father. It is neceſſary that he who has or knows 
c no Original ſhould be before him who hath one. A 
little after are theſe Words : He then proceeded from the 
« Father, when he pleaſed; and he who was in the Father, 
< proceeded from the Father: And he who was in the 
« Father, becauſe he was of or from the Father, was after 
ce wards: with the Father, becauſe of or from the Father; 
c“ namely, that Divine Subſtance, whoſe Name is the 
« Word, by whom all Things were made, and without 
« whom was nothing made.” This Author, whoever he 
was, ſpeaks very page but yer plainly lays ſuch 
Things, as ſhew him to have been of the ſame Opinion 
with the Writers I have before- mentioned. | 
7. He ſays the Son had ſome beginning. Burt firſt he 
calls that Nativity or Beginning a Proceſſion (as Athenaga- 
ras does), and the Proceſſion of him, who was in the Fa- 
ther, before he proceeded from him; further, the Proceſ- 
ſion of him, = was always ſo in the Father, as that he 
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was always to be called Father, and therefore the Son al- 
ways Son. The Words are clear: He therefore, being be- 
— of the Father, Wut abways in the Father; And: Fur 
was abyays in the Father, otheruiiſe the Father was not al. 
ways the Father; And: He who was'in the Father, proceed- 
ed from the Father. The Proceſſion therefore, o which 
this Author ſpeaks, hinders not but that the Father was al- 
ways Father, even before that Proceſſion; and therefore 
the Son always Son; now the Father and Son neceffarily 
make two Perſons. Again, he expreſsly ſays, That the 
Syn is before all time; as a little after in the ſame Chapter: 
Who (ſays he) had the Principle of his Nartvity before all time, 
from him 2yho hath no Original. Now this Author did not 
underſtand by time, that Succeſſion of Moments, which 
began with, and is meaſured by the Motion of Heavenly 
Luminaries ; nor did he only intend,” that the Son was be- 
fore all time, becauſe he proceeded from the Father before 
every Creature, and therefore before the Sun and Moon, 
and other ethereal Lights; but when he ſays that the Son . 
was before all time, he aſcribes to him a Duration without 0 
beginning or end. For in this Senſe he aſferts, that the [ 
Son was before all time, as he was always in the Father, 
even before his Proceſſion from him; and that ſo, as that 
the Father was then and always Father, and therefore the | 
Son, Cc. as was obſerved juſt now. Upon which Ac- , t 
count, (V. B.) he does not ſay, that the Son proceeded | * 
from the Father before all time, but was in the Father. I 
For he places the Proceſſion, he ſpeaks of, in time; but 5 
the Exiſtence of the Son before all time. But, you'll 3 85 
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ſay, he affirms the Son to have a Principle of Nativity be- 5 S 
fore all time, and he calls the Proceſſion of the Son his - c 
Nativity. I anſwer ; This Author, almoſt every where 5 al 
an Imitator of Tertullian. ſeems, as well as he, to have made F IX 
two Proceſſions of the Son, as God; one, by which he 7 el 
exiſted in God the Father, and from him Eternally, as the £ te 
co- eternal Off- ſpring of the eternal Mind; the other, by : tl 


which he proceeded from God the Father, when he plea- . tl 
ſed, to the Creation of the World; this our Author calls ; C 
his Proceſſion, as Tertullian had done before him. For FF. 
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though he ſays the Son was born after a ſort, by Reaſon 
of his Proceſſion ; yer he acknowledgeth another, priors 
true, proper, and even eternal Nativity of the Son. This 
I gather Een thoſe Words: He therefore, being begotten of 
the Father, was aluays in the Father. No T ſa WY 
to ſhew that he as not unborn, but born. And: He was 
always in the Father, otherwiſe the Father was not abvays Fa- 
ther. But he ſays that the Son was always in the Father 
in this Senſe (as was obſerved before) as he was in the Fa- 


bher before the Proceſſion, as is plain from the Words im- 


mediately following.: | He that was in the Father, proceeded 
from the Father. From which I infer, that the Son (ac- 
cording to our Author) was, even before his Proceſſion, 


in the Father always, born of the Father, and his Son. 


For when he ſays, that the Son was always in the Father, 
even before his Proceſſion, not as unbegotten, but begot- 
ten; he ſhews, that the Son was begotten even before his 
Proceſſion. And when he proves that the Son was always, 
even before his Proceſſion in the Father, ſor this Reaſon, 
that otherwiſe the Father would not be Father always, he 
manifeſtly ſignifies, that the Father was always Father, 
even before the Proceſſion of the Son, which could not be 
without a Scn born of him. The Author ſeems to teach 
the ſame Doctrine alſo a little after in the ſame Chapter, 
where he writes thus: Whatſoever the Son is, he is not 


of himſelf, becauſe not unborn, but of his Father, be- 


« cauſe begotten ; and that whether he be the Word, or 
ce the Power, or Wiſdom, or Light, or the Son.” The 
Senſe is: The Son of God, under what Notion ſoever 


conceived, is of God the Father, and begotten of him 


and therefore begotten of the Father, not only as he is the 
Word of God, namely, a Word vocally pronounced in 
the beginning of the World, (as the Author elſewhere in- 


terprets him, and we ſhall ſee by and bye), bur as he is 


the Wiſdom of God, and Eternal. Now, he ſays, that 
the Son had the Principle of the former Nativity from 
God before all time; but not fo of the latter. Conſult 


what we have ſaid hereafter upon Tertullian. But thoſe 
Words, That the Father is before him, ſeem to comradict 


theſe, 
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theſe. But there the Author underſtands a Precedence of 


Origination, not of Time. Which he alſo plainly ſigni- 
fies, when he ſubjoins : For it is neceſſary he ſhould be he- 


fore, as Father; for he who knows no Original, muſt be be- 


fore him who has an Original. Pamelins makes a good Note 
upon theſe Words: «© From which it is manifeſt, that 
<« when he ſays the Father precedes, is prior, and goes be- 
cc fore, he only — (as he ſubjoins) as he is Fa- 


« ther. And thus Petavius himſelf interprets Novatian. 


8. But I ingenuoufly confeſs, that this Paſſage of the 
Author may be expounded otherwiſe, namely, ſo as that 

the Proceſſion, he ſpeaks of, may be underſtood of the 
Son's Eternal Nativity of the Father, which Expoſition 
Pamelius and others follow. But according to this Inter- 
pretation, When the Son is ſaid to be born of the Father, 
when he would, that Will of the Father's muſt be under- 
ſtood to be Eternal. And the Words, He therefore being 
begotten of the Father, is always in the Father, &c. are to be 
underſtood thus: Though he was begotten of the Father, 
he is Co- eternal with him, yet not ſo Co- eternal as to be 


unborn, as the Father; but he takes his Original from the 
Father, upon which Account the Father precedes him, 
and is before him ; for he who wh 6 is in our Reaſon and 

gotten by him. Laſt- 


Conception prior to him who is 
ly, Thoſe Words, He, who was in the Father, proceeded 
from him, are thus to be explained: He who proceeded 
from the Father, is in Reaſon to be conceived to be in the 
Father, before he proceeded from him, though as: he was 
Eternally in the Father, ſo from Eternity he proceeded 
from him. The former I nterpretation is to me the ber- 
ter, for other Reaſons, and this eſpecially, that it is more 
conformable to Tertullian's Senſe, which this Author ge- 
nerally expreſſes. But after what manner ſoever you ex- 
pound the Proceſſion, ſince the Author expreſsly teaches, 
that the Son was always in the Father, before all time that 
can be aſſigned or conceived, and that ſo that the Father 
was always Father, and he holds it abſurd, that the Father 


» De Trin. lib. 2. c. 2. F. 17. and lib. 6. c. 11. . 1 5 
| ſhould 


; 
2 
55 
* 
K 
1 
1 
5 
[2 
2 
* 
2 
3 
3 
£ 
1 
; 
: 


4 
5 
85 
F 


the NicexnEt FarTy. 415 
ſnould not be always Father, it is certain he was very far 


from the Arian Blaſphemy concerning the Son of God, 


namely, there was a time when he was not. 


9. Tofmake this clearer ſtill, it is chiefly: to be obſermed, 


that this Author expreſsly ſays, that the Son ſo. proceeded 


from the Father, as that both before and after his Proceſſi- 
on he was equally in the Father. See the very Words: 
Ile therefore proceeded: from the Father when the . Father 
would, &c. Where, (I.) it is obſervable, how the Au- 
thor proves the Son to have been in the Father, and even 
to have been eternally, as well before as after the Proceſſi- 


on he ſpeaks of. He was in the Father (ſays he) becanſe of 


the Father ; and he was with the Father afterwards, becauſe 
he proceeded from the Father, He Reaſons thus: Whatſo- 
ever is of God, is Co- eternal with God: As he was from 
Eternity in God, he ſhall remain to Eternity in him: 
For the Divine Eſſence and Nature is always the fame and 
unchangeable. Whence alſo he proves above, Chap. xxiii. 
that the Son is not made, and eternally with God, becauſe 
he proceeded from God. „ If Chriſt, (faith he) be only 
« Man, how, ſays he, I proceeded and came forth fron 
« God; whereas it is manifeſt, that Man was made by 
« God, did not proceed from him. But as Man did not 
c proceed from God, ſo the Word of God did proceed 


« from him, as it is written, Ay Heart hath ſent forth. a 


cc good Mord. Which Word, becauſe from God, is tru- 
« ]y with God, and becauſe not brought forth for no 
« purpoſe, truly makes all Things.” Here [ro proceed 


from God], which he attributes to the Son is manifeſtly 


oppoſed to [ro be made], which is proper to Man, and all 
other Creatures. Now that is made, which, though not 
Exiſtent before, received Being from another. The Word 
therefore, which proceeded from the Father, always was 


(according to this Author) becauſe he proceeded from the 


Father. After the ſame manner he proves that the Word 
is and eternally abides in the Father, becauſe it is from him. 


| Becauſe it is from God, ſays he, therefore it is truly with God. 


p. 72H, 
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In a Word, this is the Senſe of the Author: What was 
of and proceeded from God, cannot be made, but always 
was in God; and what proceeded from God, always is, 
and will be in God: Or, whatſoever was of very God, 
and proceeded from him, was in very God; but whatſo- 
ever was in very God, is and always will be in him. The 
Foundation of which Reaſoning 15, as I ſaid before, the 
Eternity and Immutability of the Divine Nature. There 


is one other Sentence, which I would inſiſt upon to m 
Reader, namely, And which Word] becauſe not brought 


forth for no purpoſe, really makes all Things. Where the 


Author ſeems to intend this, that the Word, which was 
always in God, was ſometime brought forth by God, al- 
moſt as the Humane Word, which being firſt conceived 
in the Mind, is afterwards uttered by the Tongue. Bur 
to what purpoſe was the Word of God brought forth 2 
Not to no purpoſe, ſays he, but that he might make all 
Things. Therefore that Divine Subſtance, whoſe Name 
is the Word, to ſpeak with our Author, always was with 
God ; according to our Author * before he was brought 
forth of God by that Ks Voice, that Fiat, by 
which the whole World was made. Neither was it then 
ſo brought forth from God, as that it does not always 


abide with him, and in him. Theſe Things you will 


underſtand better, when we come to Tertullian, whoſe 
Ape our Author was. But to proceed. 1 1 


Bur he was not the Word of God. I Se&t. 2. cap. 10. n. 6. 
1 Bull /ays, Novatian aſcribes to the Holy Spirit a Divine Eternity, 
w = notwithſtanding Dr. Whitby affirms to be an Eternity à parte 
Polt. | 
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The third Theſis is propoſed concerning the Son's 
Co-eternity, in which the Doctrine of the 
Ante-Nicene Doctors in the four preceding 
Chapters is illuſtrated more largely by the 
Teſtimonies of the Catholic Doctors, who li- 


ved after the Riſe of the Arian Hereſy. 


explained the Opinions of ſome Ante-Nicene Fathers, 

which ſeemed contrary to the received and approved 
Doctrine of the Primitive Church, concerning the Son's 
Co- eternity; in this Chapter, to ſet them in a yet clearer 
Light, we propoſe to demonſtrate this Theſis: 


1. the fourth Chapter immediately preceding we have 


j 


5 OME Catholic Doctors who lived ſince the Riſe of Ari- 
| aniſm and bravely oppoſed it, have not rejected the Opi- 
| nion of the Primitive Fathers laſt mentioned, or rather 
- the Way, in which they explained their Opinion. For th 

5 acbnoꝛvledged the Progreſſion of the Word, which was 2 


as with the Father, from the Father, (which ſome of 
them alſo called a Condeſcenſion) in order to make all 

T hings, and have confeſſed that with reſpect to that Pro- 

greſſion, it is ſaid in 12 Scripture that the Nord was, 

as it were, born of God the Father, and the Firſt-born of 
every Creature. 


2. This Thefss is plainly confirmed from the Anathe- 
matiſm of the Creed of rhe Niceze Council, in which the 
Holy Fathers condemn the Arias, who teach thus con- 
cerning the Son of God; There was a time when he 1 


in 
4 1 


. 4 DEFENCE of 


not, and he Was not befofe he was begotten. To confeſs the 


Truth ingenuouſly, I have often wondered what the Ari- 
ans meant by that ſaying, The Son was not before he Was 
born, It is plain it muſt not be expounded of his Birth 
of the Bleſſed Virgin. For the Arians never denied that 
he was before Mary; yea, they always freely confeſſed, that 
he was before the World was made. Therefore they ſpeak 
of the Son's Nativity, which was before the Creation of 
the Univerſe. But what then 1s the Senſe of this ſaying : 
The Son Was not, or did not exiſt, before he was born of the 


Father, before the Creation ? Indeed I'm in no doubr, but 


that Saying of the Ariaus was oppoſed to the Doctrine of 
thoſe Catholics, who taughr, that the Son a lirtle before 
the Creation came ſorth after an inexplicable manner, from 
the Father to make all Things; and in reſpe& of this Pro- 


greſſion is in Scripture called the Son of God, and the 


Firſt-born; but that he did not then begin to be, and al- 
ways exiſted with the Father as his Word, and the co- eter- 
nal Off- ſpring of the Father's Mind. When many of the 
Fathers, preſent at the Nicene Council, very fondly em- 
braced this Expoſition of the Doctrine; and the reſt well 
knew that it had a-Catholic Senſe, they all jointly con- 
demned the Arians that rejected it. 5 
z. Euſebius indeed in his Epiſtle to his Church, towards 
the end, brings that Interpretation, J have rejected, as his 
own, and another of Conſtantine s. Moreover, ſays he, 
« to anathematize that ſaying, He was not before he was 
&« born, was thought reaſonable, becauſe all confeſfed him 
to be the Son of God before he was born according to 
the Fleſh ; and our moſt religious King proved it, that 


c he was before all Ages — * to his Divine Genera- 


tion; for as much as he exiſted potentially in the unbe- 
« gotten Father, before he was actually begotten, the Fa- 
ther being always Father, always King and Saviour, al- 


c ways potentially all Things, always ſtanding in the ſame 
c Habitude and Relation. But theſe Words ſeem to be 


: 'Theod. E. H. lib. 1. c. 12. p. 40. This whole Paragraph is 


neither in Socrates nor Epiphanius. 


ſuppo- 
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ſuppoſititious, an Interpolation of the Epiſtle by an Arias 
Impoſtor. For firſt, this whole Period is wanting in So- 
crates, an Hiſtorian of very good Credit, and more Anti- 
ent than Theodprer ; neither is it in Epiphanius Scholaſticus. 
And then, whereas two Interpretations of the Nicene Creed 
are delivered, both are very abſurd, filly, and unbecoming 
Euſebius. But the latter Interpretation, (which he gives 
us as Conſtantine's, with his tacit Approbation), namely, 
that the Son was in the Father potentially, before he was 
of the Father actually, is not only filly, but alſo Heretical, 


and utterly deſtroys the Son's Eternity. For all Creatures 


were potentially in God before they were actually produ- 
ced by him, but they were not therefore Eternal. But it 
is clear from all his Writings, that Euſcbius, who was very 
renacious of Origen's Doctrine, always owned the actual 
eternal Subſiſtence of the Son of God. Upon this Ac- 
count Socrates ſpeaks ſo boldly of Ernſebirs's Accuſers : 
4 Nor can they ſhew that Euſebius attributed to the 
« Son of God a beginning of Subſiſtence, though they 
« find him uſing the Words of the Diſpenſation in his 
x Books, not in a ſtrict and proper Senſe, but carachre- 
ce ſtically.” In which Words alſo Socrates diſcovers a con- 
ſiderabſe Cauſe, why, though Euſebius does otherwiſe eve- 
ry where in his Writings acknowledge the true and eter- 


nal Divinity of the Son, he is by moſt eſteemed an Ariau: 


Namely, becauſe all thoſe Things, which belong to the 
Diſpenſation of the Son, (J add, and his Subordination to 
the Father as his Author and Principle), are ſo urged by 
him againſt the Sabelliaus, (againſt whom he was very 
ſharp), are fo often tediouſſy repeated and inculcated, that 
he ſeems to have fall'n into the contrary Impiety, even 
Arianiſm, from which however he was far removed. Who- 
ſoever will read Euſebius's Works with Exactneſs and Im- 
partiality, will confeſs this to be true, and by it be able 
eaſily to anſwer all the Arguments, which Petavius harh 
amaſſed to prove him an Arian. It is upon this Account 


that Euſebius in his Apologetic, which he ſent to all Or- 


= Socrates. lib. 2. c. 21. p. 88. De Trin. lib, 1. 6, St. 0 
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thodox Biſhops, openly profeſſed that, If he had ſaid; or 


wrote any Thing, ever ſo little ſavouring of Arianiſm, that he 


had ſaid, or wrote it, not as being of that impious Opinion, 


but __ a careleſs or unguarded Simplicity ; namely, whilſt 


he was wholly intent upon oppoſing Sabellianiſm. But to re- 


turn from this Digreſſion; who in his Senſes can believe 


that the Emperor Conſtantine eſtabliſh'd this Interpretation 
by Reaſons in the Synod, and therefore would have the 
Words of the Anuhema underſtood in that Senſe ? Tis 


certain the Synod could have done nothing againſt the 
Arians with their Anathema, if they had ſuffered * Words 
of it to be ſo ſubſcribed and underſtood. Nay, the Fa- 
thers had directly turned Ariaus, if they had admitted this 
Senſe, namely, that the Son of God did not exiſt from 
Eternity, actually, but potentially. * Neither had the 
Conſubſtantiality eſtabliſn'd by the Fathers done any Ser- 


vice to the Catholic Cauſe, if the true Divinity of the 


Son could conſiſt without his Eternity. Some one may 
ſay, perhaps, that Conſtantine in favour of the Arian Biſhops 
who were at the Council, did indeed contend for this 
Senſe, and even ſubſcribed the Anathema thus explained; 
but that a much greater part of the Synod was againſt it, 
and conſtantly defended the Catholic Senſe. But this De- 
vice is contrary to the expreſs Teſtimony of Euſebius, who 
ſays, That the Biſhops of the Synod were made unanimous, and 
of one Opinion in all the controverted Points by Conſtantine's 


Means, that is, that they embraced the ſame Senſe in all 


Things, in Profeſſion at leaſt. Laſtly, Whoſoever read 
the precedent Words in the Epiſtle of Euſchius attentive- 
ly, will eaſily ſee that that Paragraph is not of a Piece 
with them. For there Euſebius plainly appears to have ſaid 
all he deſigned upon the whole Anathematiſm, and fo to 
have finiſh'd his Explication of the Niceze Creed. There- 
fore whatſoever is added concerning the fame Anathematiſm, 
even to the Concluſion of the Epiſtle, ſeems to be a parch 
of another fort. But nevertheleſs, that this Epiſtle had 

* Gelaſ. Cyzic. lib. 2. de Syn. Nicæn. c. 1. 2 Theognis, 4 


ſtanch Arian, embraced this Expoſition, as Philoſtorgius ſays, lib. 2. c. 
15, Lib. 3, Vit, Conſtant. c. 13. p. 404. 
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the former part of this Paragraph in the times of Athana· 


aus, is pretty plain from his Words concerning Euſebius, 


and that Epiſtle of his; where after he had ſaid, that 
Euſebius declared his Conſent to the Conſubſtantiality by 
an Epiſtle to the Ceſarears, and openly confeſſed that he 
and his Friends were miſtaken before, he adds, And in this 
he wn unfortunate for, to clear himſelf, he accuſed the reſt of 
the Arians, as meaning, that the Son asg not, before his Birth, 
after the Fleſh, when they wrote, that he was not before he as 
begotten. In which Words any one may ſee that Athana- 
ſous glances at, and cenſures as abſurd the Interpretation of 
Euſcbius in the former part of this Paragraph. Which he 
does alfo in another place. * But it will not be unreaſona- 
ble, if we ſay, that Athanaſius might be deceived by a ſpu- 
rious Copy, and Theodoret followed ſuch another after- 
wards. Though Athanaſius never, either in the two places 
cited, or any where elſe mentions rhe latter heretical Inter- 
pretation, that I remember; which however he would 


ſcarce have paſſed over in Silence, if he had met with it 
in Euſebiuss Epiſtle. Let the Learned judge of this Mat- 
ter. This is very certain, that, whether Euſebius himſelf, 


or any other Perſon wrote that Paragragh, both the Ex- 
poſitions in it, are quite different both from the Arian Opi- 
nion, That the Son was not before he was born, and that of 
the Nicene Fathers who anathemarized the Arians for ſay- 
ing ſo. | | Te YH | 

4 Now that our Interpretation is true, we prove from 
the Epiſtle of the Arian Presbyters and Deacons to the 


Biſhop of Alexandria, written before the Synod of Nice, 
_ extant in Athanaſius and Hilary. In this Epiſtle the Ari- 


ans reckon thoſe Heterodox, who ſay of the Son, That he 
exiſted before, and afterwards was begotten a Son. Then 
they explain their own Opinion thus: © God being the 
e Author of all Things, is altogether alone without Be- 
ce N But the Son begotten by the Father without 
« time, being created and eſtabliſh'd before Ages, was not 


1 Athan. Vol. 1. Tom. 1. p. 211. 2 Athan. Vol. 2. Tom. 1. 
p. 727. 3 Ibid. p. 730. Hilarius de Trin. lib, 4. p. 36. 
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« before he was begotten ; bur being begotten before all 
« Things without time, alone ſubſiſted by the Father. 
For he is not Eternal, or Co- eternal, or unmade as the 
Father is; nor co- exiſtent with the Father, nor a relate, 
as ſome ſay, (if the one is, the other muſt be), intro- 
ducing two unmade Principles; but as the Unite or 
Principle of all Things, ſo is God before all Things, 
& and therefore before the Son. Here you ſee that ſay- 
ing of the Son of God which the Nicene Fathers con- 
demned, He was not before he as born, expreſsly delivered 
and aſſerted by the Ariant, the ſame, who confeſſed in the 
ſame Breath that the Son of God was begotten and created 
before Ages; and that againſt thoſe who ſaid, That he 
who exiſted before, was afterwards born a Son, i. e. who in- 
deed attributed to the Son of God a certain Nativity im- 
mediately before the Creation, yet denied that he then firſt 
began to exiſt, and ſtrenuouſly contended that he was and 
exiſted with his Father from Eternity. * | 
5. There are in the great Bibliotheca of the Fathers ſome 
Diſcourſes aſcribed to Zeno, the Biſhop of Verona, who is 
commonly . have ſuffered Martyrdom under Gallie- 
(ear 260. Bur the Learned are generally 

of Opinion now, and the Thing it ſelf ſhews it, that 
they were wrote after the Synod of Nice. At this time 
certain learned Men aſſert, and with good Reaſon, that 
Zeno flouriſh'd. * They therefore think he was faid to be 
a Martyr, becauſe he behaved bravely in the grievous Per- 
ſecutions railed by the Arians under Conſtantius. Among 
his Diſcourſes there are three Intitled, Of the eternal Ge- 
neration of the Son; and in the third of them the Author 
writes thus: << My Brethren, Chriſt our Lord is un- 
ce doubtedly the Principle; whom the Father, God of 
« bleſſed Perpetuity as yet embraced, not without the 
cc Affection of a Son, but without the Diſtinction, be- 
cc fore all Ages after ſome manner concealed in himſelf in 
« the indiviſible Plenitude of his Spirit, and by a Conſci- 


cc 


x Epiſtle of Arius to Euſeb. Nicomed. apud Theodor. E. H. lib. 1. 


c. 5. & Athanaſ. Orat, 1. contra Arianos, 2 Labbe de Script. Eccl. 
p. 5e8, &c. Vol. 2. e | 5s. | 


be ouſnels | 
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Order the Things deviſed. Omnipotence propagates 


Father, but not derogating from him. It is Madneſs 
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having the whole of the Father, &c. things an Arian can't 
bear ſeriouſly to affirm of the Son of God. Now the 
Author in theſe places plainly attributes a certain Genera- 
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& ouſneſs of his, which I can't penetrate. But the inef- 
ce fable Power, the incomprehenſible Wiſdom, the Word 
<« breaks forth from the Region of his Heart, to ſet in 


ce her ſelf, God is born of God, having the whole of his 


c to think of the manner, in which he was begotten, who 
cc proceeded. For the Son accommodates himſelf to the 
„ Nature of Things, leſt the Mediocrity of this World 
% ſhould not be able to ſuſtam the Lord of eternal Maje- 
« ſty.” He ſpeaks parallel to this in the firſt Diſcourſe 
concerning the Son of God : + Whom the Father before 
ce all Ages embraced in the profound Secret and inviſible 
Place of his own ſacred Mind, by a Conſciouſneſs en- 
tirely his own only, not without the Affection of a Son, 
but without revealing him. Then that ineffable, in- 
comprehenſible Wiſdom propagates Wiſdom, and Om- 
nipotence propagates Omnipotence. God is born of 
God, the Only-begotten of the unbegotten, alone of 
alone, whole of whole, true of true, perfect of perfect, 
having the Whole of the Father, and not derogating 
from him; he proceeds to Nativity, who before his 
“ Birth was in the Father.” Laſtly, He fays in his ſe- 
cond Diſcourſe thus: * Out of whoſe Mouth came the 
e noble Inhabitant of his Mind, rhe Only-begotten Son, 
ce that the World, which was not, might be formed; 
c from thence being made viſible, becauſe he was to viſit 
& Mankind, ec.” | | 
6. The Words cited plainly ſhew, that the Author was 
no Arias, For he ſays that the Son was born God of 
God, whole of whole, true of true, perfect of perfect, 


CC. 


tion and Nativity to the Son, which then was, when it 
pleaſed God the Father to make all Things ; nor does he 
leſs plainly acknowledge, that the fame Son exiſted Eter- 
nally with the Father, as Son. For firſt, he fays, that 
Chriſt is without doubt the Principle, than which with= 

Ee 4 1 
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cout doubt nothing is prior, or more antient. Then he 


* 


clearly teaches, that the Father had a Son in him before all 
Ages, and even embraced him as a Son, though known 


only to himſelf, Beſides, he calls the Son the noble In- 


habitant of his Father's Mind from Eternity, and as ſuch, 
his Only-begotten Son. Moreover he expreſsly affirms, 


that the Son was before he was born, in the manner he de- 


ſcribes. He was, ſays he, before he was born: The very 
Sentence, which the Arians denied, and for which the 
Nicene Fathers anathematized them. Further, the Author 
is fo far from dreaming that the Son did firſt begin to exiſt 
by that Nativity of which he ſpeaks, that he teaches, that 
he had no Acceſſion by it ; bur that the Son while he was 
thus begotten, and proceeded, Accommodated himſelf to the 
Nature of Things, leſt the Mediocrity of the World ſhould not 
be able to ſuſtain the Lord of eternal Majeſty. Of this Hu- 
miliation of himſelf we ſhall hear Athanaſius ſpeaking here- 
after. Laſtly, The very Title of the Diſcourſes, Of the 
eternal Generation of the Son, ſufficiently declares the mean- 


ing of the Author, 8 that he thought Chriſt to | 


have been from Eternity the Son of the Father, and be- 
2 of him. For how ſhould he have wrote of that 

e did not believe, the eternal Generation? But, you'll 
"= in what part of theſe Diſcourſes has the Author ſpoke 
of the Son's eternal Generation? In the places juſt al- 
ledged ; where, he ſays, that the Father had a Son in him- 
ſelf from Eternity, and embraced him as a Son, &. He 
indeed inſiſts more upon that Nativity, by which the Son 
proceeded from the Father to make all Things, becauſe this 
Nativity was the Declaration and Manifeſtarion of chat firſt 
and eternal one, ſo that he could then firſt be truly ſaid to 
be a Son born, by us Creatures. If any one cenſures thoſe 
Words, Sine diſcrimine amplectebatur, as if the Author in- 
tended by them, that the Son, as he exiſted from Eterni- 
ry with the Father, was not in Perſon diſtin& from the 
Father, (a Thought which Petaviuss ſurmifing Temper 
gave him), let him remember that what the Author ex- 
preſſes in the firſt cited place thus, he in the ſecond explains 
by Sine revelamine ampleticbatur, Therefore the 8 
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which the Author deſcribes in theſe places, is nothing elſe, 
as I ſaid, but the Revelation of the Son, whom the Fa- 
ther kept to himſelf and with himſelf from Eternity, or his 
going out of, and proceeding from his Father (in Opera- 
tion) to create the Things that were not, and to manifeſt 


himſelf to them when created, namely, to Angels and 


Men. | 1 

7. But, whoſoever this Author was, we certainly know 
from other Grounds, that he acknowledged Chriſt in his 
higher Nature to be the co- eternal Son of the eternal Fa- 
ther, and that there never was any time, when the Son was 


not. For in the firſt Diſcourſe concerning Generation, 


(any knowing Perſon may ſee from the Style that this 


Author is the ſame with the other before- cited), he ex- 
preſsly aſcribes to the whole ſacred Trinity, Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit the fame original Eternity. 4 This, ſays 
« he, is our God, who hath diſpoſed himſelf into God. 
« This is the Father, who, remaining in his own State 
cc entire, hath communicared himſelf to him (the Son) 
« wholly, that thus he might not derogate from himſelf, 
« Laſtly, The one rejoiceth in the other, having with the 
« Plenitude of the Holy Spirit, one original Eternity.“ 
Who does not obſerve the Agreement 5 the Words and 
Phraſes in this place, with thoſe beſore-cited? There, God 
is bor of God; Here, God diſpoſed himſelf into God. There, 


| Having all the Father's, nothing derogating from the Father ; 
Here, The Father communicated himſelf wholly to him (the 


Son) that he might not derogate from himſelf. There is men- 
tion of the Plenitude of the Spirit, and here alſo. The ſame 
Perſon in his Diſcourſe upon, [when he had delivered the 
Kingdom to God, even the Father |, ſays, * T hat the Father 
and Son have one Poſſeſſion of the original perpetual Kingdom, 
and one Subſtance of Co-eternity and Omnipotence. Where it 
is again plain, That the one Poſſeſſion of the original perpetual 
Kingdom ſignifies the ſame, almoſt in the fame Words, as 
the one original Eternity in the former place cited from the 


firſt diſcourſe of Generation. I know not why we may 
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not believe the ſame Author ſpeaks of the Nativity of 
Chriſt in the firſt Diſcourſe, where mentioning the errone- 
ous Opinions concerning the Son of God, he places this 
the ſecond ; * « Another Opinion, more wan but 
« more ſenſibly hurtful, is that the Son of God is God, 
& but not begotten of the Father by a Perpetuity of Ex- 
cc cellence ; and that there was a time when he was not. 
Where you ſee the common ſaying of the Ariazs of the 
Son of God, There was a time when he was not, expreſsly 
condemned. 


8. Conſtantine the Great in his Epiſtle to the Nicomedians 


againſt Euſebius and 7 3 which he wrote after the 


Synod of Nice, and in which he inveighs vehemently a- 


gainſt the Arians, thus diſcourſes. concerning the Father 


and the Son: „ Say the Father is without beginning, 
„ the infinite Parent of the World it ſelf; but that the 
« Son is the Will of the Father, which was neither aſſu- 
«« med by any Thought, nor included by or in any exact- 
cc ly or curiouſly made Subſtance, in order to the Perfe- 
« Gon of all his Works. Whoſoever doth, or ſhall 
<« think thus, ſhall endure inceſſantly all kind of Puniſh- 
c ment. But Chriſt, the Son of God, the Maker of all 
_« Things, the Giver of Immortality it ſelf, was begot- 
e ten, as far as we can find by our Faith; was begotten ! 
„ rather proceeded himſelf, being always in the Father, to 
<« diſpoſe the Things made by him.“ Who does not fee 
here the Opinion of the Nicene Fathers, of which we have 
treated before, catholicly and excellently explained by Con- 
ftantine, (that Opinion, which probably the Ariaus drew 
into the Patronage of their Hereſy). This Explication of 
that Emperor, who had deſerved very well of Chriſtiani- 
ty, (which he publiſh'd without doubt with the Advice 
of the Biſhops, who were with him) Petavins ſaucil 
enough, as his Cuſtom is, calls a poor ſtarved Notion : Wit 
whom, forfooth ! every Thing 1s poor and ſtarved, which 
is not built upon the Foundation of Scholaſtical Divis 


* 
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nity. That the greateſt Chriſtian Emperor of the World 
ſhould be thus taken to Task by a modern Jeſuit, for 
not ſpeaking, as the Schoolmen do, though no where 
guilty of Novel Phraſes, and expreſſing the ſame Senſe, 
which all Catholics acknowledge ! Who can forbear Indig- 
nation againſt this Tyranny of the School? I ask Peravius 
what he can juſtly blame in theſe Words of Conſtantine, 
Does it diſpleaſure him that the excellent Emperor has cal- 
led this Proceſſion of the Son from the Father to make all 
Things, a Generation? But he plainly ſignifies, that he 
does not ſpeak of a Generation properly ſo called, but of a 


figurative and metaphorical one. For after he hath faid 


that he was begotten, he immediately corrects theſe his 


Words thus: Or rather proceeded himſelf ; and expreſsly 
confeſſes, that the Son ever was in and with the Father. 


And in his Epiſtle to Arius in the ſame Gelaſius, about 
the fame time written, I believe, he expreſsly teaches, that 
God the Father begat the Son of himſelf, * Eternally, and 


without Beginning. Now it is to be obſerved, that this Ex- 


plication of Conſtantine is exactly agreeable to that of Athe- 
nagoras, which we produced before. Athenagoras had ſaid 
the Son was the Firſt- born of the Father, that is, ſet forth 
firſt, before all the Creatures, a little before the World was 
made; but he preſently corrects himſelf thus, Not as then 


firſt made, for the Word was always with the Father; but as 


proceeding from the Father to be the operative Power, and 
the Idea of all Things. Conſtantine explains himſelf exact- 
ly after the ſame manner ; and I doubt not, but that this 
was the very Expoſition, which Conſtantine is ſaid to have 
aſſerted in the Nicene Synod, in the Paragraph of Exſebins's 
Epiſtle, of which we have before treated largely ; although 
it is there repreſented very wrong. 85 

9. But what if we ſhould prove that Arhanaſms him- 
ſelf approved Conſtantine s poor ſtarved Notion? Will 
Petavius have any Thing to ſay to that great Vindica- 
tor and Defender of the Catholic Faith againſt the Ari. 
ans? I preſume not. For he profeſſes concerning Atha. 
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| maſs: That he had a more clear and exquiſate Senſe of the 
Doctrine of the Trinity given him by God, than the other Fa- 
thers. Let us hear Athanaſius then, a Perſon never enough 
to be commended. In his ſecond Oration againſt the A i 
an, upon that place of the Apoſtle, where Chriſt is called 
the Firſt-born of every Creature, which the Heretics alledged 
to confute the Doctrines of his Conſubſtantiality and Co- 
eternity, he anſwers thus: * © But if he is called the 
cc Fir{t-born of the Creation, he is not fo called, as being 
ec ſet upon a level with the Creatures, and being the firſt 
«© of them in time. For how then is he the Only-begot- 
« ten? But [he is called ſo] for his Condeſcenſion to the 
ce Creatures. Again, a little after: 3 « For he cannot 
cc be the Only-begotten, and the Firſt- born, but in diffe- 
cc rent Reſpects: So that he is called the Only- begotten, 
cc as generated of the Father; and the Firſt-born, as con- 
<& deſcending to the Creation, and making many Brethren. 
e Theſe two Words being almoſt oppoſites one to the 
ce other, one may juſtly ſay, that the Propriety of the 
« Word Only-begotten does rather hold, when applied to 
ce the Word, becauſe there is no other Word or Wiſdom, 
ce but that this is the only true Son of God. For, (as is 
& ſaid before), he is called T he Only-begotten, who is in the 
c Baſom of the Father, not jointly with any other Cauſe, 
ce bur abſolutely and alone; bur the Firſt-born on the 
& other hand, hath the Cauſe of the Creation joined with 
& him, as St. Paul hath added, faying, That all Things 
« ere made by him; but if all the Creatures were made 
ec by him, he is different from the Creatures, and is not a 
« Creature, but the Creator of the Creatures. He was 
< not then called rhe Firſt-born, becauſe he was of the 
c Father, but becauſe the Creature was made by him. 
e And as he was the Son before the Creation, by whom 
aß the Creation was made; ſo before he was called the 
ec Firſt-born of every Creature, he was nevertheleſs the 
Word with God, and the Word was God.” Here 


1 Petav. Prof. in Tom. 2. Dogm. Theolog. c. 3. n. 7. Vol. x. 
Tom. 1. p. 529; P. 530. 8 
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At hanaſius plainly teaches, that the Son was the Word with 
God, and thar he was eternally God, before he was made 
the Firſt-born of every Creature; but he was called the 
Firſt-born for his Condeſcenſion to the Creatures, becauſe 
he deſcended from the Father to make them, and promoted 
the rational Creatures, which were made, to the Adoption 
of the Sons of God. Who now can be fo dull as not to 
underſtand that the Divinity of Athanaſius exactly agrees 
with that of the Antients above-cited 9 Bur if theſe Words 
ſcem to ſome not expreſs enough, thus Athanaſius expreſſeth 
himſelf ſomerime after: « For it is manifeſt to all, that 
« he was not called the Firſt-born, becauſe of himſelf, as 
ce being a Creature; or, becauſe he hath any Relation or 


& Kindred in Eſſence, to every Creature; but becauſe the 


« Ward, who in the beginning made the Creatures, con- 
c deſcended to the Creatures, that they ſhould be made. 
« For they could not have bore his Nature, the pure pa- 
« ternal Brightneſs ; unleſs condeſcending to the Father's 
« Love of Mankind, he had laid hold of them and brought 
ce them into Being. And again, Secondly, The Word 


c condeſcending, the Creature is made a Son by him, 


« that he, as is aforeſaid, might in all Things be the Firſt- 


born of it, both in the creating it, and bringing him- 


&« ſelf into the World for all Men.“ | 
10. I fay that in theſe places of Athanaſius is contained 


an exquiſiteand clear Explication of thoſe Things, which 
| Athenagoras and others cited above, have philoſophized 


concerning the Nativity of the Word a little before the 
World was made. Now ſince Athenagoras hath handled 
this Matter with the greateſt Clearneſs and Accuracy. of 


all the Anre-Nicene Fathers, I've therefore thought fit to 


compare his Expreſſions chiefly with thoſe of Arhanaſims. 


(I.) Athenagoras called the Word the Firſt-born of the Fa- 


ther, cautiouſly adding, that this is not ſo to be under- 
ſtood, as though the Word was ſomething made, becauſe 


he always exiſted with the Father. So Athangſius expreſs- 


ly cautions us, that, when the Word is in Scripture cal- 
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led the Firſt-born of every Creature, it is not ſo to be under- 
ſtood, as though he was the firſt among the Creatures, or 
had ſuch a kind of Eſſence as the Creatures: For he was 
the Word with God, and the Word God, before he was 
the Firſt-born of every Creature, and even Eternally. 
(2.) Athenagoras called the Word the Firſt-born of the 
Father, becauſe of that Proceſſion, by which he came 
forth from the Father, to be the Idea and operative Power 
of the Creation: So Athanaſius underſtood the Word to 
be the Firſt-born, Becauſe of his Condeſcenſion to the Creation. 
Where indeed, the Proceſſion of Athenagoras, and the Con- 
deſcenſion of Athanaſius mean the fame, except that this 
more clearly expreſſes the Cauſe of that, which is in both 
Words ſignified. Moreover in a place above- cited, Atha- 
ugſius as well as Athenagoras has uſed the Word | Proceed. 
ing]. Laſih, Thoſe Aute-Nicene Fathers, whoſe Opinion 
I have been explaining in the four preceding Chaprers, have 
commonly expounded the place of the Apoſtle, in which 
Chriſt is called the Firſ?-born of every Creature, concerning 
the Proceeding, as it were, of the Word from rhe Father 
to make all Things. The old Latin Interpreter ſeems to 
have followed this Explication, when he Paraphraſes the 
Words of Wiſdom concerning her ſelf, | came out of the 
Mouth of the moſt High, and like a Cloud covered the Earth |, 
I came out of the Mouth of the moſt High, the Firſt- born be- 
fore every Creature, I made an unfailing Light to ariſe in the 
Heavens. I call this Interpretation fax vero becauſe 
theſe Words, [the Firſt- horn before every Creature: I made 
an unfailing Light to ariſe in the Heavens], are not in the 
Greek Text, or the Syriac and Arabic Verſions. From this 
Paraphraſe of the Author, (whoſe Verſion we allow to be 
very Antient, and the Romiſb Doctors contend is Authen- 
tic), it is plain the Interpreter thought that the Word or 


Son of God was here underſtood, and that the Word was 


therefore called the Firſt- born before every Creature, becauſe 
in the beginning he proceeded, as it were, out of the 
Mouth of God the Father to make all Things with that 
Almighty Voice | Fiat], which the Father 1s faid to uſe in 
creating Light. Nor is it to be feared, if by Wil _ is 
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here underſtood the Son of God, according to all the An- 
tients, leſt the Son ſhould loſe his Co- eternity, becauſe he 
is often in the ſaid Chapter ſaid to be created or made. 
For as Grotius rightly obſerves, it is plain, that by the 
Word commonly tranſlated 2 is here meant, ¶ pro- 
duced into Light, or diſcovered |, namely, by Works. But 
this by the Way. Let us proceed with Athanaſius. 

11. He in the places alledged plainly ſays, that the Pro- 
ceſſion of the Word from the Father to make all Things, 
for which he is called the Firſt- born of every Creature in 
Scripture, was a Condeſcenſion of his. He aſſigns the 
Cauſe of this Condeſcenſion, namely, that if the Word 
had not ſo humbled himſelf, the Creatures could not have 
ſuſtained his Nature, his indiluted paternal Splendor, (that 
is, the Glory, which he had eternally with the Father, 
equal to the Father's). The Author of the Diſcourſes 
aſcribed to Zeno Veronenſis has ſaid the very ſame (as we 
faw juſt now) concerning that Nativity of the Word, 
which was precedent to the Creation, thus diſcourſing : 
It is Madneſs to think of the manner in 2hich he m begot= 
ten, who proceeded. For the Son accommodlates himſelf to the 
Nature of Things, leſt the Mediocrity of the World ſhould 
not be able to bear the Lord of eternal Majeſty. Nor do I 
think that the learned Euſebius meant any Thing elſe, * 


when he wrote thus: We ſhould exceedingly admire 


cc the inviſible Word, the Creator and Adorner of all 
Things, the Only-begotten of God; whom the Ma- 
ce ker of Univerſe, who is beyond and above all Being, 
<« himſelf begat of himſelf, and appointed the Prince and 
« Governour of all. For whereas it was impoſſible that 
« the periſhing Subſtance of Bodies, and the Nature of 
cc rational Creatures juſt made, ſhould approach the ſu- 


c preme God, becauſe of the very great defect of their 


« Natures from his ſ#preme (for he was unmade, beyond 


c and above all Things, inexplicable, inconceiveable, un- 


e approachable, inhabiting the Light, which no Man can 
come to, (as the Holy Scripture fay) ; but that is pro- 
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« duced out of nothing, widely diſtint, and far ſeparated 


c from the unmade Nature), the infinitely Good, and 
cc great God of all probably introduces a certain middle Di- 
cc vine, All- powerful Virtue of the 1 Word, 
cc who enjoyed his Secrets exactly, and was within him, 
cc as ene the moſt intimately with the Father, very 


C meekly condeſcending, and after ſome ſort conforming 


« himſelf ro thoſe who were left, or forſaken by the ſu- 
cc preme Nature. For otherwiſe, it had neither bh Pure 
cc nor Holy for him who was beyond and above all to 
c concern himſelf with corruptible Matter and Body.” 


The Word, which Euſebius here uſes, and which we have 


tranſlated [condeſcends |, is equivalent to what is fo tranſſa- 
ted in Athanaſius, and the fame Cauſe of the Condeſcenſi- 
on is aſſigned by both. But Exſebius calls the Word a 
middle Power between God and the Creatures : He does 
ſo, but not in it {elf conſidered, but upon Account of the 
Condeſcenſion of which he ſpeaks. Nay, he expreſsly 
reaches, that the Power of the Word doth moſt perfectly 
and intimately converſe with the Father, in this Humilia- 
tion, that he abides in him, and thoroughly knows the 
Myſteries of him who is ineffable : Juſt as Athanaſmes ſays, 
that the Word doth not ſo condeſcend, but that his indi- 
luted, paternal Splendor abides always. Therefore the Ob- 
ſervation of Yaleſws, (the fame who has juſtly defended 
Euſebius againſt the Calumny of Arianiſin), namely, that 
theſe Words of Euſebius are very well refuted by Athanaſi- 
us, proves a Miſtake in that excellent Perſon. For Atha- 
naſius there refutes an Error of the Ariaus, or rather Semi- 


Ariaus, who taught that the very Nature of the Son was a 
middle Nature between God and the Creatures, different 


from the ſupreme Nature of God; and yet alſo abſolutely 
unlike the other Creatures. Now this place, upon which 


 Paleſius made the Obſervation, ſufficiently ſhews, that Eu- 


ſebins abhorred this Error. But the Words of Euſebius in 
this Oration put the Matter out of Queſtion, where very 
ſubtilely philoſophizing upon the Number Three, he ſays, 


Ch. 6. p. 510, 511. 


that 


S2 20 „„ e e AT 1, ROE 


the NICENE FalTH 432 
that thereby is ſignified the Holy Trinity, namely, the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, whoſe Nature is 
equah, alike uncreate, and without beginning. The Words 
are: The Number Three firſt ſhewed Juſtice, teachin 
« Equality, as having the beginning, the middle, and end 
ce equal. Theſe Things are an Image of the myſtical, holy, 
cc and ſovereign Trinity, which being of a Nature & wit 
ee out beginning, and uncreate, hath in it the Seeds, Rea- 
« ſons, and Cauſes of the Subſtance of all created Things.” 
What can any Catholic ſay more expreſs and effectual againſt 
Arius, and the other Anti-Trinitarians? In the ſame Ora. 
tion he attributes to the Son of God in particular, an 
abſolutely co- eternal Divine Empire with God the Father: 
« The Only- begotten Word of God, faith he, who reigns 
cc with his Father from Ages that have no Beginning, to 
& Apes that have no Term or End.“ But that the Son 
of God, who exiſted eternally with his Father, of the 
ſame Nature, uncreated and withoul Beginning, did, when 
God the Father pleaſed, go forth from him to make and 
govern all Things; that he did humble himſelf, and, as it 
were, temper his Power ; this Opinion, I fay, .Athanaſams 
is ſo far from refuting, that he hath very plainly aſſerted 
and approved it (as I have cited him above). If Peta» 
vias, who would not be thought a Stranger in any Thin 
of the Fathers, had underſtood theſe: Matters, he woul 
never have laſht Euſebius, a very learned Man, and one 
who had deſerved very well of the Catholic Church, be- 
cauſe he called the Son of God a Mediator between God 
and the Creatures, and ſuch like Words; he would not 
have ſtiled him a ſtanch Arian, or with Jerome (whom 
Valeſius hath ventured ſharply to reprove for it), the Leader 
of the Hereſy, as he frequently does in his Writings. Vea 
further, even Alexander the Biſhop of Alexandria, who 
firſt ſer up the Standard againſt the 7 hath faid the 
very ſame that Euſebius did, and in thiSEpiſtle roo, which 
he wrote to Alexander the Biſhop of \Conſlamtinople, ? and 


*"Arveg,& & <yiuml Or. | Ch. 2, p. 501. _ De vita 
& Script. Ealcbi prope finem. Thee. E. H. IC 4 


P. 16, 17, þ - 


. 1 Ge . 1 > 
4 7 1 . y , i «#: 4 X | 4 ; 1 © a q 2 
434 ADEFENCE of 

4 G4 #$ "ye" © Ts ww} . ＋ 7 F f 22 0 1 


e ene deen biggi 21. Carat. 35115 
in which he very; vehemently oppoſes the Blaſphe W of 


Aris: % Note knowing, ſays he, rude. and l 
Creatures ! That there is a great Diſtance between th 

“ unmade Father, and the Things made by him out of 
Nothing, Whether Rational or Irrational; 9 whom 
«the Only- begotten is a middle or mediating Mature, by 
* whom, God the Word, who is begotten of the Father 


cc himſelf, the Father made all Things out of Nothing. 


Where, no doubt of it, Alexander intended the ſame as A. 
thanafins, his Succeſſor in the Chair; for in the ſame place 
a little afterwards he writes thus: No one knows the 
Father, but the Son; and know one knows the Son, 


cc but the Father. We have learnt this Son, inconverti- 


£ ble, unvariable, even as the Father, wanting nothing, 
te and perfect, like the Father, except in that he is not 
e unbegotten. For he is the exact Image of the Father, 
ce and in nothing different from the Father. Surely 
theſe Words are ſo clear and expreſs that they need no 
Commentators. He that wrote them could not mean that 
the Son of God was a middle or mediating Nature be- 


tween God and the Creatures; in ſuch a Senſe as Arius, 


whom he here oppoſes... FT ne) | 5 

12. Perhaps you'll ask me what that Condeſcenſion to 
make the Univerſe was, of which the Holy Fathers 585 
And what if I ſhould give you this plain Anſwer, that I 
don't know. I am not therefore at Liberty to deſpiſe 


this Notion of the venerable Fathers, as a vain Subtilty, 
(for their Modeſty, and Reverence of the Holy Myſtery 


was ſuch that they did not ſpin it out of their own 
Brain). Tell me what that Condeſcenſion of the Word 
or Son of God was, by which he went out from the Fa- 
ther, deſcended from Heaven, and was incarnate for us 
Men, and our Salvation, and I will endeavour to explain 


to you the other. So may we both go mad prying into 
the Myſteries God, and that with Eyes (as Gregory Nazi- 


anzen * hath well faid) not able to diſcern the Things that 
are under our Feet, Indeed I preſume" not to dive into 
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this Secret, (though merhinks, I could ſay ſomething up- 
on it, which might be agreeable), and therefore return to 
Athauaſius, who plainly attributes to the Son three Nativi- 
ties. (I.) Thar, by which he exiſted as the Word eter- 
nal of and with the Father, being the co- eternal Hier 


of the Father's eternal Mind. This is the only true a 


proper Nativity, 8 he is the Word of God, and 
God. Athanaſius thought that he was called the Only- be- 
gotten in e e upon Account of this Nativity, and he 
alſo thought from that Name, that he derived the Begin- 
ning and Original of his Perſon from the Father. (2.) 
That, by which the Word went out from the Father, and 
condeſcended to make the Univerſe. Upon Account of 
this, Athanaſius hath determined that the Word is called 
in Scripture the Firſt-born of every Creature. From this 
Nativity there is no Acceſſion to the Divine Perſon of the 
Word, becauſe, as he ſays, it was an Humiliation and Con- 


deſcenſion. (3.) That, by which the ſame Divine Per- 


ſon came out of the Boſom and Glory of the Father, and 
entred into the Womb of the Bleſſed Virgin. Therefore 


the Mord was made Fleſh, or born Man, that we Men 


might through him receive the Adoption of Sons. Take 
care, you deſpiſe not this Interpretation of the Great Arha- 
naſius, which will give you td beſt Key to the Meaning 
or Opinion of ſome Antients, whoſe Sayings the Arians 


| heretofore very unskilfully drew in to the Patronage of 


their Hereſy ; and ſome modern Divines no leſs unskilful- 
ly (J venture to ſay fo, though they think no Body wife 


but themſelves) have accuſed of Arianiſm, 


13. To conclude this Chapter, From all theſe Things it 
is manifeſt, that Peravies © harh vainly reflected upon a 


very good and (confideritip the times) à very learned Wri- 


ter, Rupertus Twitienſss, an Abbot, for Writing thus upon 
the tent Chapter of Geng: What then are we to un- 
« derſtand by thoſe Words, [The Lord faid |, but the 


c Generation of the eternal Word, the Word Conſub- 


s ſtantial with God, by whoſe Means both we and the 
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« Angels are rational. For the Father then actually begat 
cc the Word, truly and without a Voice born, and poten- 


e tially containing all Things, when he created the Hea- 


<« ven and the Earth, made the Light, &c." In thefe 
Words he confeſſes the Conſubſtantiality and Co eternity 
of the Word, or Son of God, that he was from Eternity 
truly Born, and without a Voice (which he alſo does in 
very many places beſides), and notwithſtanding attributes 
to him a certain Generation immediately before the Crea- 
tion of the World, in reſpect of which he was ſaid to be 
actually born of the Father, namely, becauſe he then pro- 
ceeded from the Father, that he might be the operative 
Power of the Creation, and actually produce all thoſe 


Things, which he potentially had in him from Eternity. 


Now why, by the leave of Petauius, might not he without 
Cenſure ſay, what the Fathers before the Nicene Council, 
and thoſe after it, who had ſtrenuouſly oppoſed Arianiſim, 
had ſaid? That Wrirer, alas! (being well read in the 
Records of the Primitive Church), had in many Points 


freely aſſerted the antient Catholic Faith againſt the Novel 
Tenets of the degenerating Romiſh Church, and 1 
had dared to oppoſe the great Idol of the Papiſts, the Do- 


ctrine of Tranſubſtantiation (which at that time, to the 
Admiration of learned and pious Men, began every where 
to prevail, and almoſt to be obtruded as Catholic). Hence 
that Odium of the Romaniſts againſt Rupertus; yea, for 
this Cauſe the Works of that excellent Writer had been 
condemned to eternal Darkneſs, unleſs ſome learned re- 
formed Divines had reſcued them, much againſt the Incli- 


nation of the Papiſts. Bellarmine indeed is fo ingenuous 


as to confeſs it in theſe Words: And this ſeems to be the 
Canſe, lays he, (namely, becauſe the Doctrine of Tan- 
ſubſtantiation is every where refured in them), why the 
Works of Rupertus Tuitienſis, in other reſpects, neither bad, 
nor unlearned, have lain in Obſcurity, without being read, or 


eſteemed, about 400 Tears; for they have firſt begun to bs 


publiſb d in our Days. 
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The Examination of the Doctrine of Tertullian 
and Lactantius concludes this d ection. 


> 


by ſome learned Men of denying the co- eternal 

Exiſtence of God the Son with God the Father, 
I have yet omitted two, Tertullian and Lactantius; and 
ſince their Method ſeems peculiar, I have thought proper 
to ſpeak of them in a diſtinct The, as follows: 


(Y the Ante-Nicene Writers, who have been accus'd 


T'xnB$s15s IV. 


Ertullian #deed has in ſome places ventured to write 

_ © expreſcly, That there was a time when the Son of 
God was not. But, (1.) it is plain, that Writer, other- 
wiſe Ingenious and Learned, fell off from the Catholic 
Church to Hereſy ; and it is very uncertain what Books 
he wrote when a Catholic, what when inclining to Here- 
s, and what when compleatly Heretical. (2.) Tertul- 
lian ſees to have uſed the Arian Axiom in diſpute with 
bis Adverſary, and to have played with the Ward Son]; 
fo that when he ſeems to have abſolmely denied the Eter- 
rity of the Son, he really meant no more, than the Fathers 
cited in the 5th, 6th, 7th, and 8th Chapters of this Secti- 
on, namely, E hat the Divine Perſon called the Son of God, 
although he always exiſted with the Father, was then firſt 
declared the Son, when he procceded from the Father to 
make all T hings. It is certain the ſame Tertullian has 
in other places, and thoſe not a few, philoſophized concern- 

| dug the Co-eternity in 4 truly Catholic manner, if ae at- 
tend to the main of the Doctrine. As for Lactantius, 
who does alſo plainly attribute a Beginning of Exiſtence to 
the Son of God, his — and Eſteem in the Charch 
= FF = 
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is but ſmall; as being in a manner ignorant of the Scrip- 
ture and Chriſtian' Doctrine. Then alſo we muſt neceſſa- 

ri determine, either that thoſe places in the Writings of 

Lactantius, hich ſeem to make againſt the Eternity of 
the Son, are depraved by ſome Manichee, or indeed that 
he himſelf was infected with a Hereſy. And after all he 
bath elſewhere given us a more ſound Opinion of the Eter- 
nity of the Word. e | 


2. To begin with Tertullian, the place in which he gives 
us this abſurd Opinion is this: Though God is a Fa- 
cc ther, and God is a 2 he is not therefore a Father, 
e and a Judge always, becauſe always God. For he could 
ce neither be a Father before the Son, nor a Judge be- 
& fore the Offence. Now there was a time when there 
ce was no Offence to make the Lord a Judge, no Son to 
cc make him a Father.” Here Bellarmine (a learned Man 
of our own has lately imitated him) anſwers thus for Ter- 
zullian : * * That Son, of whom Tertallan ſpeaks in his 
c“ Book aꝑainſt Hermogenes, that he was not always; is 
% not the Word of God, but the Son by Adoption, that 
& js, any Holy Man, or Angel. For here he is not ſpeak- 
« ing of Chriſt, but of a rational Creature, which is 
« External; and called God Father ſince the World be- 
« pan.” But nothing is more certain than that this An- 
ſwer has nothing to do with the Senſe of Tertullian. For 
beſides that in the place cited, he ſpeaks abſolutely, and 
without any Limitation concerning the Son of God, and 
plamly denies that God was always a Father, he elſewhere 
interprets himſelf clearly in this very Book, thus ſpeakin 
of the Son under the Name of Wiſdam: * For if that 
« Which was within God, from him, and in him, was 
ce not without beginning, namely, his Wiſdom, born and 
ec made figce he began to think of Framing the World, 
« much leſs can any Thing be without beginning, which 
is without God.” Here, I fay, it is manifeſt, that 


Tertull. p. 224. Controy. Tom. 1. de Chriſto, . c. 10, 
pP 239% 1 5 | | 
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Tertullian, while be gre theſe Things, neyer thought of 
che Wdopted Song of God, Holy Anges and Met; da 
 ſpake of that Son of Goch who is called Widow, by whom 


. 


de made all Things. 


that Tertullian, here, aß in many ogher places, truſting tod 
much to his own great Genius, plainly deviated from the 
Catholic Truth, and that it is not much to be regarded, 
what he taught, whoſe Hereſy, as Hiliry ſpeaks, 28 
rhe Authority of his approved Pieces. We have fully prove 
indeed, that the Aate-Nicen? Fathers before, and after th 
time of Tertullian, owned the Co: eternity of the Son. 
Therefore, if Tertullian did indeed deny the Eternity of 
the Son, he was Heterodox. Beſides, ever after Tertulli- 
an had broached that abſurd ſaying, T hat there was a tin 
hen the Son of God was not, the Fathers, who follow 
him, did in one Body oppoſe that Blaſphemy, and pro- 
pounded it in Terms in order to confute it in their Wri- 
tings. We have ſhewn this of Origen, the Dion/i of 
Rome and Alexandria, of Gregory Thaumaturgus, and Pam- 
 philus Martyr. Moreover, 3 Author of the Book con- 
cerning the Trinity among the Works of Tertullian, though 
in all other reſpects, he generally imitates him, and follows 
his Judgment (which gave occaſion to aſcribe that Piece 
to Tertullian), plainly diſſents from him in this Point. For 
whereas Tertullian plainly teaches, That the Father was not 
abvays a Father; he on the contrary plainly affirms, that 
the Son was always in the Father, leſt the Father ſhould 
not be always Father. This Anſwer may ſerve to ſilence 
the Arians, when they glory in the Authority of Tertul- 
lian. Ferome * indeed preſſed with the Authority of Ter- 
tullian, thus Anſwers in one Word: 7 ſay no more of Ter- 
tullian, than that he as out of the Church. N 
4+ In the mean time, I have another Anſwer to this 
Objection; I think Tertullian did not ſpeak the Words 
cited as his Sentiment, and in earneſt, but uſed them in 
the way of Diſpute, as what would ſerve his purpoſe in 
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Je Others therefe re ingenuouſly and roundly anſwers 


Can. 5. in Matth. Adv. Helvidium, c. 9. 
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ſome fort againſt his Adverſary. "Thoſe who are but a lit- 
tle acquainted with him, know tis his Cuſtom to fetch 
Arguments for his Hypotheſis from every Quarter, and 
thoſe very often ſuch, as he could not but know to be 
weak. I perſuade my ſelf this was the Caſe here. Her- 
mogenes contended that Matter was Eternal, becauſe other- 
wile God could not have been eternally Lord ; there would 
not have been any. Thing to obey, him. Tertullian an- 
ſwered, that God was alſo in Scripture called Father, tho 
he was not always a Father, but begat himſelf a Son from 
a certain Beginning. He therefore ſeems to have concluded 
the Son begotten from a certain Beginning, becauſe he did 
not from Eternity proceed from the Father to make all 
Things, bur after infinite Ages, when it was the Father's 
Pleaſure ; which Proceſſion ſome Doctors of that Age cal- 
led a Generation. Now though Tertullian knew that this 
Proceſſion was not properly called a Generation or Produ- 
ction, (for the Son was with the Father from Eternity), 
yet to ſerve his Hypotheſis, he concealed it. By the like 
Fallacy one may fay of the Creator of all Things, That the 
time was when he as not Creator, underſtanding him under 
that Idea of Creator only. For God the Creator of all 
Things was then only denominated, and as it were made 
Creator, when he made all Things of nothing. Now there 
was a time when nothing was created, from which he could 
take the Denomination. But ſtill, no Man that argues 
thus, is to be ſuppoſed to deny that. God is abſolutely 
Eternal, though this his Title is not ſo. Thus Tertullian 
argues here concerning the Word, who is alſo called the 
Son of God; There was a time when the Son Was not, 
namely, as Son. For he thought the Word was in this 
eſpecially declared the Son of God, that, at the Father's 
Pleaſure, he proceeded from him, came out of the Womb 
of the paternal Mind, and was, as it were, born to make 
all Things. Now there was a time when the Word had 
not yet proceeded from God; but ſtill it is from other 
places manifeſt, that Tertullian well knew, that the Word, 
called the Son of God, was always, and exiſted with the 
Father. Tertullians Fallacy in this Argument is yet clearer 
RM Ht di. 8 


"Fg. 


1 5 a 
in 


= 
*s 
* 
85 
F 
\ 
25 
$ 
5 
1 
he”, 
La 
of 


* „ n Ga e PROT * 8. OS Rr es . 7 
* 7 d es ly 


the NIC EN E FAIT H. 441 
from the other place of this Book a little before cited. 
There, he ſays, that Wiſdom of God which was within 
God, from God, and in God before, had ſome time a 
Beginning. Here is a Riddle. For what is of God, and 
Wi kin God, is God; but nothing is God, which is not 
Eternal, as Tertullian himſelf confeſſes elſewhere. How, I 
beſeech you, could that have a Beginning afterwards, which 
was before in God? To ſay that the Wiſdom, called the 
Son of God, was potentially in God before the beginning 
he ſpeaks of, is trifling. For fo alſo were all created 
Things, which yet Tertullian ſo diſtinguiſhes from this 


Wiſdom, as to fay, that it always ſubſiſted in God, but 


that they are and always were without him. Moreover he 


hadi ſaid a little before in the ſame Chapter, that inſtead of 
that Matter, which Hermogenes made Eternal, his Wiſdom 


was with God, as a Spirit ſubſiſting in him, who only 
knew his Mind, and was his Counſellor, (which manifeſt- 
ly denotes the diſtin& Perſonality of God the Father, and 
his Wiſdom), as equal to him, and of the fame Conditi- 
on or Nature with him: If Matter, ſays he, was ne- 
ce ceſſary for God to make the World, as Hermogenes 
ce thought; God had far more noble, more fit Matter, 
ce not to be found in the Speculations of the Philoſophers, 


« but underſtood in the Writings of the Prophets, name- 


& ly, his Wiſdom. This alone knew the Mind of the 
« Jord, for, who knoweth the Mind of the Lord, or 
ie what is in hind; _ the Spirit of the Lord which is 
& jn him? Now the Wiſdom is the Spirit: This was his 
« Counſellor, this the way of Underſtanding and Know- 
« Jedge. Who would not rather ſer forth this as the 


c Fountain and Original of all Things, this molt excellent 


Matter not ſubjected to him, not in Stare or Subſtance 
« different from, G? Tertullian then ſays, that the 


Wiſdom of God, which vas always actually in God, was 


at that time born, and made, as it were, when God begun 
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oras hath it, When the uncreate and eternal Word (the 
ame with the Wiſdom of God, as we ſhall ſee hereafter 
by Tertwllian's own Confeſſion) came forth from God to 
be the Idea and operative Power of the Creation. Tertul- 


lan indeed explains the Myſtery in groſs, not to ſay im- 


pious Terms; namely, as though there was ſome Agitati- 
on and Commotion in the Divine Nature before the Wil- 
dom proceeded from it to make all Things. But it was 
his way, boldly to attribute corporeal Properties to God; 
which has given Occaſion to ſome learned Men, (I'm nor 
of their Mind), to charge him with thinking God to be 
of a corporeal Nature. But no one ſhould wonder that 
Tertullian ſpeaks not ſo honourably of the Wiſdom of God 

as though it was agitated within God, before it proceeded 
from him to make all Things; for in another place of this 
fame Book he attributes to God in the Creation, Care an 
Toll, &c. When Hermogenes ſays, that God made the 
World only by his Preſence with and Approach to Matter. 
Tertullian (leſs concerned for the Honour of God, than 
the Support of himſelf againſt his Adverfary) thus anſwers: 
& Don't fo flatter God, as to make him produce ſo ma- 
< ny and ſo great Subſtances by his Preſence and Approach 


« only, and not to have conſtituted them by his proper 
cc Strength. For thus Jeremiah ſets it forth: God making 


« the Earth by his Strength, preparing the World by his Un- 
% derſtanding, ſtrerched out the Heavens b y his Wiſdom, 
« Theſe are his Powers, labouring with theſe he made all 
« Things. His Glory is the greater, if he laboured. Laſt- 
te ]y, He reſted from his Works the ſeventh Day. He 
ce did both ¶ /aboured and reſted} aſter his manner. Which 


manner if he had candidly and ingenuouſly explained, he 


had ruined his own Reaſoning, and therefore he forbore. 
Now in another * he clearly explains the true Catholic 
Doctrine of God ; * Nothing at all is difficult to God; and 


again, The Power of God is the Will of God, and that only 


he can't do, which he doth not Mill. Thus, when he ſays, 
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exert his Power and, Force in the Creation; or as Athena 
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when God was about to make the World, his Wiſdom was 
agitated in him, without doubt he meant, after hes manner, 
For indeed the Labour and Toil which God had in ma- 
king the Univerſe, as he ſays in the one 7775 is the very 
ſame with the Agitation of the Divine Wiſdom, in order 
to diſpoſe all Things, ſpoken of in the other. 
5. The Truth of this Anſwer I will farther prove from 
ſome other places of Terrullian, in which he reaches that the 
Perſon of the Word, , Reaſon, Speech, Wiſdom, and Son of 
God, (for he gives the ſame Perſon all theſe Names) exiſt- 
ed co- eternally with God the Father, and in him; and 
alſo that that Divine Perſon, when the Father pleaſed, pro- 
ceeded from him to create the Univerſe, and becauſe. of 
that Proceſſion was called the Word or Son of God. Before 
I cite theſe places, I muſt tell my Reader, that he is not 
to expect in them, the Orthodox Faith pure, ſincere and 
irreprehenſible. He will in the ſame place find the golden 
Tradition of the Church mixt with Droſs. Tertullian holds 
the Foundation, but uſually builds upon it Wood, Hay 
and Stubble. This premiſed, I proceed to the places. In 
the Book againſt Praxeas he confirms, that the Father is di- 
ſtinct from the Perſon of the Son by their Reaſoning, who 
ſaid it was thus written in the Hebrew in the beginning of 
Geneſis : In the beginxing God made himſelf a Son. But, 
though that be of little Force, he ſays there are other Ar- 
guments from that Diſpoſition of God, which was before 
the Generation or Proceſſion of the Son from the Father. 
tc Before all Things, ſays he, God was alone, he was to 
& himſelf che World, a Place, and all Things; but he was 
ce alone, as there was nothing elſe but him extrinſic of 
e him. Nor indeed was he then alone; for he had with 
« him, what he had in him, namely, his Reaſon, or Logos. 
« For God is Rational, and Reaſon was in him firſt, and 
« fo all Things were from him; which Reaſon is his 
„ Senſe. The Greeks call it Logos, which we render Sermo, 
« And therefore it is now in uſe with us, by a Simplicity 
of Interpretation, to ſay, that the Sermo or Word was 
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“ in the beginning with God, though it is certain the 
c Ratio or Reaſon is held more antient, becauſe God had 
« Word from the Beginning, but God was Rational 
ce before the Beginning; and becauſe the Word it ſelf 
cc conſiſting in Reaſon, ſhews that Reaſon to be prior, 
ce as jts Subſtance. But ſo alſo there is no Difference. 
c For if God had not yet ſent his Word, then he had it 
* within himſelf, in and with his Reaſon, ſilently devi- 
fing and diſpoſing thoſe Things, -which he was about 
to ſpeak into Being by it. For deviſing and diſpoſing 
the Word with his Reaſon, he made that which he 
| handled by the Word, namely, his Reaſon. That you 
may underſtand this the eaſier by your ſelf, know of 
me, that from the Image and Similitude of God, you 
have in your ſelf Reaſon, being a rational Creature, 
namely, not only made by a rational Artiſt, but ani- 
ce mated of his Subſtance. Obſerve, when you ſilently 
et meditate with your ſelf, that this is tranſacted within 
« you; your Reaſon occurring to you with your Word, 
« at every Motion of Thought, and every Pulſe of Senſe. 
c Whatſoever you imagine is Word, what you think is 
« Reaſon. You mult needs ſpeak it in your Mind, and 
« whilſt you ſpeak it, you have the Word talking with 
« you; in which Word is that very Reaſon by which 
* you ſpeak with the Word, when you imagine; by 
ec which Word you imagine, when you ſpeak. Thus 
ce there is in you after ſome ſort, as it were, a ſecond 
« Word, or two Words, one by which you ſpeak when 
« you imagine, and another by which you imagine when 
c you ſpeak, the very Word is two. How much more 
« fully is this in God, whoſe Image and Similitude you 
ce only are, namely, that he hath in him Reaſon, though 
ce ſilent, and in Reaſon ſpeech? I may therefore with 
« good Reaſon have laid this down before, namely, that 
« God was not then before the Conſtitution of the Uni- 
& verſe, alone, cc.” A little after he thus proceeds con- 
cerning the Agitation of this Reaſon or Wiſdom of God, 
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„ brought forth his Word, having in it his inſepara 


> 


which I have explained à little before, and concerning the 


ation of the ſame, as he calls it: As ſoon as it 


cc pleaſed God to produce into their Subſtances and Spe- | 


* = 


4 cies. thoſe Things, which he had ſer in Order in him- 
« ſelf with the Word and Reaſon of his Wiſdom, he firlt 


“ Companions; Wiſdom and Reaſon, that all Thing 
e might be made by him, by whom they were dex | 
f God: 


and diſpoſed, yea, and made in the Mind o 


« For this only was wanting in them, that they ſhould 
cc be known openly, and apprehended in their Subſtance; 
c and Species. Therefore then alſo the Word akes upo 


« him his Species his Station, or Office of adorning a 
Things, the Sound, and Voice, when God ſays, Lee 


c there be Light. This is the perfect Nativity of the Son, 
<« as proceeding from God, G&Üõ . 

6. There are many Things to be obſerved in theſe 
Words of Tertullian. (I.) He teaches that God in that 


Diſpoſition (as he loves to ſpeak) in which he was before 


he made the World till the Generation of the Son, that 
(of which he treats afterwards) was only in this Senſe 


alone, as there as nothing but himſelf extrinſic of him, * e. 


there was yet no created Being. For otherwiſe he affirms, 
that God was not then alone ; for he had with him, but 
within him another, with whom he converſed, namely, 
one, who is called his Reaſon, and in Greek his Logos. 
(2.) Hence it clearly follows, that, when Tertullian 775 
that God had his Reaſon, or his Logos with him, and in 
him ſtom Eternity, he did not mean that Logos or Reaſon, 
by which the Father is ſaid to be Rational, or that very 
Reaſon, which is formally in God, as he is the eternal 


Mind, that is, the very Mind of the Father; which, ne- 


vertheleſs, Petavius would have to be meant in all ſuch like 
Sayings of the Antients. For how frivolous, how fooliſh, 
how impertinent an Argument is this: God was not alone 
before the making of the World, becauſe he was then Ra- 
tional? Therefore Tertullian, like thoſe Fathers, whoſe 
Opinion I have explained before, did plainly mean that 
Logos, which exiſted ere:nally in and with God the 5 
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ther, by its rational Power, and therefore was the very ra- 
tional Power of the Father. This he himſelf clearly figni- 
Hes in theſe Words: For God way Rational, and Reaſon at 
# him firſt ; which are exactly parallel to thoſe of Athena 


geras concerning God the Father before the World Was 
made : He had the Reaſon in himſelf, being Eternally rea- 
ſonable. Both their Sayings muſt be 'manifeſtly tautolo- 

* Bous, if not interpreted thus: God before the Creation of 
the” World, and of conſequence eternally, had a rational 
Power ; therefore' the Logos or Reaſon was eternally in and 
with him, as neceſſarily proceeding from that rational Pow- 
er of God's. Hither alſo may be referred what follows a 
little after in Tertullian ; Which: Reaſon is his 'Thowght or 
Senſe. For Senſus there, is in Greek, which Tertullian eve- 
Ty where imitates, loi, which is diſtinguiſh'd from the 
Mind it ſelf. So afterwards in that Compariſon of Man 
with God, he ſays: Whatever jon think is Reaſon. Now 
here, as we ſhall ſee anon, he ünderſtands Thought ſub- 
fiſting, or in Perſon. (3.) Tertullian obſerves, that the 
Logos, the Name of the Son of God, fignifies both Reaſon 
and Word, and that both Sigmfications agree to the Son 
of God; who is the Reaſon of God, as being eternally 
ſprung from and begotten of the rational Power of God; 
and the Word of God, as being ſometime brought forth 
by him in Voice to create all Tt And he grants that 
in the former Senſe it is truly ſaic that the Logos was in 
the beginning with God, but not ſo in the latter Senſe. 
And while he is obſerving theſe Things, he confeſſes: 7: 
is uſual with us (Chriſtians) by a Simplicity of Interpretation 
zo ſay that the Word was in the beginning with God. There- 
fore then in Tertullian's time the generality of Chriſtians 
did plainly fay, and believe, that the Word did eternally 
exiſt with God. I wiſh the great Man had not in this 
particular been wiſe above the Generality, had contented 
bimſelf with that Simplicity of Interpretation! However, 
in the main he agrees with thoſe, than whom he affected 
to be wiſer, and ſo all is ſafe ſtill. For, (4.) Though he 
thus diſtinguiſhes betwixt Reaſon and Word, as to make 
Reaſon prior, and detei mine that God was not —_ 
= rom 
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from the beginning, but Rational; yet he immediately 
corrects himſelf, as it were, and almoſt owns the Diſti 

Rion to be a vain ſubtilty, and a mere Contention about 
Words; for he ſays there is no difference, whether a Man 
ſays that the Word, or the Reaſon was in the beginning 
with God. Now he gives this Reaſon for ſaying ſo, be- 
cauſe indeed the Word, namely, the interior, was With 
God in the beginning, though then only ſent by God, 
when he came out from him to create the Univerſe. 
Therefore that Generation, which immediately preceded 
the making of the World, which Tertullian attributes to 
the Word, or Son of God, was not the Production of 
him not before Exiſtent, but only the ſending him forth 


from God to make the Creatures. 


F. (F.) Tertullian expreſsly faith, that the Word con. 


ed of Reaſon, and that Reaſon was the Subſtance of the Mord; 


namely, that Reaſon, which, as T ſaid, was eternally Be- 


gotten bf rhe rational Power of God. Now we will ve⸗ 
IT, plaitily ſhew, that Tertullian, by the Subſtance of the 
Ford, underſtood his Perſon or Subſiſtence. The Word 


of God then was a Subſtance or Subſiſtence eternally ſub- 


ſiſting in God. Bur you'll ay, how then faith Tertulliun, 
that Reaſon, as the Subſtance of the Word, was prior to 
ir? Was the Word a Perſon, before the Word was? No 
doubt of it, according to Tertullian; this is his very mean- 
ing. The Word was in his own Subſtance or Subliſtence, 
before he was made the Word, i. e. before he proceeded 


from God in Voice and Sound to make this Univerſe. 


(6.) Tertullian does no leſs clearly reach, that the Word 


exiſted with the Father as a diſtin Perſon from him, 
even before that Miſſion or Proceſſion of his from God 


the Father. This follows from our firſt and ſecond Ob- 
ſervation. For when he proves by this Medium, that 
God the Father was not alone before the Creation, becauſe 
he then had rhe Word with him, he manifeſtly ſignifies 
that that Word was then another Perſon from the Father, 
though not another Thing or Subſtance from God the 
Father, whoſe Word he was. For he only can properly 
be faid not to be alone, who hath another with him. * | 

1 


diſcourſe. 2 


1 


if through all that Eternity, which preceded the Creation: : 
God was one Perſon, there was not in the Divine Eſſence 


one and another, then indeed God muſt be ſaid to have 


been alone, and that not only extrinſically, becauſe there 
was no other without him, which Tertullian grarits; but 
alſo intrinſically, becauſe there was no other within him, 
which the ſame Tertullian expreſsly denies. But we need 
not Conſequences. For a little after Tertullian expreſsly 
teaches, that the Word before the Creation, and even be- 
ſore his Miſſion, was different from God the Father, whoſe 
Word he was. This he explains by a Similitude taken 


from Man, the Image of God: Who, while he thinks, 
before he produces or utters his Word, hath it in his Mb 


as it were, talking with him, ſo that this Word ſeems af- 
ter ſome ſort different from the Man, and a ſecond Perſon. 
There is, ſays he, a ſort of a ſecond Word in thee, by which 
thou ſpeakeſi when thou thinkeſt, and thinkeſt when thou ſpeak- 
.eſt, the very Word is another from, thee. Now he. immedi- 
ately ſubjoins i How much more fully is this in God, whoſe 
Image only and Similitude thou art! That is, that is really 
found in God, of which there is only a feint Shadow in 
thee. The interior Word of Maa 1s, as it were, different 
from the Man himſelf: But the Word of God is really 
and abſolutely different from God the Father, whoſe Word 
it is. What he bath hitherto. diſcourſed concerning the 
Word of God, that all thoſe Things belong to him, as 
he exiſted eternally in God before the World was made, 
he plainly declares in the following Words: JI may there- 
fore, ſays he, not without Reaſon! have ſaid before, that God 
as not even then alone before the Creation. By theſe Words 
he ſignifies, that all thoſe Things before ſaid by him had 
this view, to ſhew that God was not alone in that State, 
if we may fo ſpeak, which was precedent to the Proceſſion 


of the Word from him to create all Things; becauſe he 


had with him from Eternity that very Word, which exiſt- 
ed in him, with whom he did, as it were, converſe and 


8. (7.) Ter- 
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8. (7.) Tertullian plainly ſignifies, that the Word, which 
exiſted from Eternity under the Name of Reaſon with 
God, and the Word which was ſent forth or proceeded 
from God, when he pleaſed, to create the Univerſe, was 
in Perſon or Subſiſtence one and the ſame Word of God; 
which Suppoſition, as I have often before hinted, ſtrikes 
at the very root of Arianiſm. For he ſays, as I have ob- 
ſerved a little before, that the Word conſiſted of Reaſon, 
namely, of that Reaſon, which flowed from the rational 
Power of God eternally, or from the Divine Mind ; and 
that that very Reaſon is the Subſtance of the Word, name- 
ly, of that Word, which ſometime proceeded vocally from 
God to make the World. Now I again undertake to 
ſhew in its proper place, that Tertullian by the Subſtance 
of the Word (which he alſo calls the Body) ſignified the 
Perſon or Subſiſtence of the Word. That Tertullian lays 
the Word and Reaſon of God are the ſame Perſon, is very 
plain from theſe Words: „ The Son in his own Perſon 
“ profeſſes the Father, (under the Name, or in the Perſon 
« of Wiſdom): The Lord made me the beginning of his 
« Maps for his Works, be begat me before all the Hills. For 
<« if here indeed Wiſdom ſeems to ſay, ſhe was made by 
« the Lord for his Works, and his Ways, it is elſe- 
„ where ſhewn that all Things were made by the Word, 
cc and nothing was made without him; as allo again, The 
« Heavens were made by his Word, and all the Hoſts of them 
« by his Spirit, namely, by the Spirit which was in the 
« Word. It appears, that the Word in this place, and 
« Wiſdom in that, are of the fame Import, namely, de- 
& note the Being, which received the beginning of his 
« Ways for the Works of God, confirmed- the Heaven, 
« made all Things, and without whom nothing was made. 
ce Nor ſhall we dwell longer upon this, as though he was 
not ſpoke of under the name Wiſdom and Reaſon, and 
ce every Name of the Divine Mind and Spirit. Here, 
I ſay, © clearly teaches, in theſe places of Scripture, where 


* 
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mention is made of Wiſde m. and Reaſon and Word, (for by 
a he had ſaid before that Reaſon and Word were ſig- 
nified in the Evangeliſt St. John), that the Son of God 
is ſpoken of, and that the fame Divine Mind and Spirit 
cf God is denoted by all thoſe Names. Parallel to this 


you read: The Spirit of God, and the Word of God, and 


the Reaſon of God ; the Word of Reaſon, and the Reaſon of 


the Word and Spirit, both of them are Feſus Chriſt our Lord. 
Here the Words [the Mord of Reaſon, and the Reaſon and 


Spirit of the Mord] ſigniſy, that the Word is the Operati- 
on of the Reaſon and Spirit, and that the Reaſon and 
Spirit are the very Subſtance and Perſon of the Word, as 
we ſhall fee hereafter. He expreſsly affirms, that the ſame 
Perſon, our Lord; is denorcd by both the Titles, the Rea- 
ſon and Spirit of Gcd, and the Word of God. See what 
we have faid beſore of the Spirit of God uſed by the An- 
tients for the Deity, or the very Divine Perſon of the Son 
2. 1. 5. | 

i. In all theſe Things then Tertullian hath diſcourſed 
Catholicly and Orthodoxly; but yer in the Paragraph be- 


fore cited, and in ſome others of his Book againſt Praxeas, 


he hath ſcattercd ſomething ſeemingly repugnant to our 
"Obſervations, of which we ſhall now treat. Firſt then he 
expreſsly ſays, that the Wiſdom of God, the ſecond Perſon, 


then was made, when he began to be agiratcd in God, and 


afterwards proceeded vocally from God to make all Things. 


T anſwer ; The Word is ſaid by Tertullian to be made the 


ſecond from the Father by Proceſſion, not as though he 
did not ſubſiſt before, yea, from Eternity, a diſtinct Per- 


fon from the Father in the Divine Eſſence, (for all we 


have ſaid hitherto is againſt this Comment), but as from 
that Proce ſſion, his diſtin Perſc nality, if I may fo ſpeak, 
was manifeſted. The very learned * Andrew River hath 
ſpoken right in his Note upon that place in Geneſis, God 
, 1 13 ö . bs N 
ſaid, Let there be Light. „ As, faith he, the viſible Miſ- 
« ſton of the Son in time argues a Miſſion by Genera- 


De Oratione in initio, Exercit. 3. in Geneſin. 
1 & tion 
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« tion from Eternity; ſo the ſpeaking of him in time, 
& that is, the Maniſeſtation of him by effect, argues, that 


the Word was begotten from Eternity. That Speaking 


« therefore in time is not the begetting the Son, but the 
« producing the Things which were not by the Son be- 
“ gotten of the Father ſrom Eternity, according to the 
« Declaration of Scripture, which attributes the Producti- 


ce on of all Things which were made to the uncreated 


ce Wiſdom and eternal Word, Prov. viii. 22, 23. Joh. i. 
66 1. in which places the Eternity of that Word is aſſert- 
« ed. Therefore the Son of God from Eternity was the 
« Word, not that God ſpoke by him from Eternity, 
« but that he was always diſpoſed ſo, that the Father 
« might ſpeak by him, and order what he pleaſed to have 
% done.” Thus Tertullian explains himſelf in another 
place of this Book: „ But, ſays he, how is it written 
cc of the firſt Works of the World ? At the firſt indeed, 
ce the Son not yet appearing, God ſaid, Let there be Light, 
cc and it was made; the true Light, the Word, which 
ce lighteth every one that cometh into this World, imme- 
« diately; and then by him the worldly Light alſo. 
« Now from that time God willed the making [eve 

« Ting], and God made it, Chriſt in the Word Gl. 
« ing and adminiſtring.”* Where (obſerve) he does not 
fay, the Son not yet exiſting, but not yer appearing, Now, 


when he ſays in the fame place, That the Word was then 


made, when God ſaid, Let there be Light, underſtand it, 
as he was the Word, and according to Tertwllian's. Notion, 
as he then proceeded vocally from the Father. For un- 
leſs you thus interpret, you'll make him not only abſurd, 
but contradictory. For God did not ſay, Let there he 


Light, before he had made the rude and indigeſted Maſs. 


Furſt of all he made Matter. Then he faid, Let there be 
Light. If therefore the Word was then only really made, 
that is, then began to exiſt in his Subſtance and Hypoſta- 
ſis, or Perſon, when God ſaid, Let there be Light, he was 
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younger then, and poſterior to the firſt Matter : Which 
Tertullian has every where, and indeed in this very Book 
againſt Hermogenes, ſtiffly denied. In ſo plain a Caſe, it 


is needleſs to alledge the places. But you'll ſay, how 
does Tertullian affirm that the Son of God did then only 


ou when God ſaid, Let there be Light. T anſwer ; 
t 


ough it is very difficult clearly to explain all the Paſ- 
ſages of this dark Writer, yet we have a mind to pro- 
pound our Conjecture to the Reader. The Son of God, 
as the eternal Reaſon and Wiſdom of God, then firſt be- 


gan to appear, when he begun to diſpoſe, ſet in order, 


and adorn the rude and confuſed Maſs of Matter. The 
Wiſdom of God had not yet appeared out of that miſcel- 
laneous Heap, the Chaos; which afterwards ſhone forth 
clearly in the firſt-born Light, (as a certain Image of the 
Son of God, the Splendor of the eternal Light), enlight- 
ning Matter, and then in all the ſeveral Things which 
were clothed with that glorious Garment. So Rivet inter- 
prets the place. For to the Queſtion, why doſes then 
firſt brings God in ſpeaking, when he treats of Light, 
whereas the eternal Word operated with the Father in 
creating Matter, he anſwers : That Moſes then mention- 
ed the Word, becauſe his Wiſdom was moſt conſpicuous in the 


Diſtinction of Creatures. Hence ſome of the Antients, as 
We have before ſhewed, properly aſcribed the Creation of 


Matter out of nothing to the Father, and the Decoration 
of it to the Son; confeſſing ſtill, that the Father made 
the firſt Matter by the Son, and the Son diſpoſed and 
adorned it with the Father. Hence alſo the Proceſſion of 
the Son, for which he is called the Firſt-born, is by Athe- 
uagoras made poſterior to the Production of Matter, be- 
cauſe the Word is ſaid to proceed from God to adorn it. 


Vet the fame At henagoras faith, that Matter was made by 
God, and all Things made by the Logos. But, however 


theſe Things be, it is certain Tertullian thought, that tlie 
Word ſubſiſted in the Divine Eſſence, as a diſtin& Per- 

| _ * Infineprad, Exercit, 
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ſon from the Father, even before his Proceſſion from the 
Father to make the Creatures, and conſequently from Eter- 
nity. This, I ſay, is manifeſt not only from the Obſer- 
vations before made, but alſo from the moſt expreſs Teſti- 
mony of Tertullian himſelf : * „ That, ſays be is more 
6 which ou will find in ſo many Words in the Goſpel : 
« n the be inning was the Word, and the Word was with 
© God, . the Mord was God. One who was, and ano- 
ce ther with whom he was. 
underſtood theſe Words In the beginning was the Word, and 
the Word was with God, as he en By namely, of that State 
of the Word, in which he was before the Proceſſion from 
God, and conſequently from Eternity. Thus. we have 
heard Tertulliam explain himſelf before. But, if it is poſ- 
fible, he yet more clearly opens his Sentiment upon this 
place in theſe Words : * « The Word therefore was both 


cc always in the Father, as he ſays I am in the Father, 
c &c. and always with the Father, as it is written, And 


ce the Word was with God. From comparing theſe two 
places, it appears, that 7ertullian believed the Word, as 
always with the Father, to be diſtinct from the Father. 
The Word, ſays he, was always with God; but, ſays the 
ſame Perſon, One who was, and another with whom he was. 
Now, I fay, one and another make two; whence, accord- 
ing to Tertullian, it follows, that the Word was always 
and from Eternity ſecond from the Father. ſuſt after the 
fame manner Novatian, or the Author of the Book con- 
cerning the Trinity among Tertullian s Works, and with- 
out doubt an Imitator of him, is to be expounded. 3 He 
plainly teaches, that the Word was always ſo in the Fa- 
ther, that the Father was always Father, and holds the 
contrary Aſſertion to be a great Abſurdity. Hence it ne- 
ceſſarily follows, that the Son is always Son; for the one 
Relation ſuppoſed, the other is alſo ſuppoſed. Now it is 
certain the Father and Son are two Perſons. But yet the 
ſame Perſon a little after in the ſame Chapter, ſpeaking of 
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the Proceſſion of the Son to make all Things, adds, 
namely, Go proceeding from God, making a ſecond Per- 
ſon |. After what I have diſcourſed upon Tertulli- 
an, there is no need of a ſubtle Interpreter for the 
right underſtanding theſe Words of Novatian. This 
by the way: I proceed to explain Terrulliar's other Pa- 
tadoxes. | | | 

10. It ſeems wrong in Tertullian to make the Proceſſi- 
on of the Word a Separation from the Father. For after 
he has treated of the Agitation of the Wiſdom within 
God, of which before, applying to him the Words of 
| Wiſdom in Solomon, The Lord created me the beginning of 
bis Ways for his Works ; he ſubjoins theſe Words: And 
from, this time know that he [the Wiſdom] * departed being 
| really ſeparate : When he made the Heaven, ſays he, I was 
| there with him, Tertullian ſeems to have conceived ſuch a 


r 


Secretion or Separation of the Son formerly included in 
| him from the Father, as of a Fatus from the Mother's 
| Womb. Bur this is his way. He is diſcourfing with 
= Praxeas, who denied the Son to be diſtin& from the Fa- 
| ther; againſt whom that he may prove a Diſtinction of 
| Perſons, he feems to introduce a Separation of them. Bur 
did Tertullian believe that rhe Son was ever really ſeparated 
h from the Father? No. In many places of this Book he 
| teaches the contrary. To omit others, diſcourfing againſt 
| the Yalentinians, he ſe ays, * The Son is always inthe Father, 

and never ſeparate from the Father. And a little after in the 
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} ſame place: This will be the true Prolation, to fay the Son 
| was born of the Father, not ſeparated [from him]. In a 15 
Word, the Son of God according to Tertullian, eternally fir 
was in his own Subſtance and Perſon, is, and will be in it: 
God his Father ; yet he, when the Father pleaſed, went ty, 
out of him, as it were, (which going out Tertullian has | rit 
imagined to be, as it were, a certain Separation), by Ope- ty 
ration, exerted an Almighty Force and Power, external- Ge 
by, as the School ſpeaks, in the Creation. So Tertallias | ani 
| Rs : the 
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elſewhere explains himſelf, where he ſays, that that Spirit 
of God, which is Eternally in God, is the Subſtance of 
the Word ; but that the Word, namely, as the Word, is 
only the Operation of that Spirit : A place, which we 
ſhall more commodiouſly cite hereafter. | 

11. But, you'll ſay, what ſhall we do with thoſe 
Words of Tertullian, in which he expreſsly teaches, that 
the Word then too his Appearance, or Office of adorning, 
and Figure, when he proceeded from God to make the 
Creatures. I anſwer ; That Tertullian has there indeed 
ſpoke abſurdly enough, but yet, if his meaning be attend- 
ed to, without Suſpicion of Hereſy. For he immediate- 
ly declares, that by Appearance and Figure, he meant no- 
thing elſe but Sound and Voice. Therefore then, ſays he, 
even the Mord tales his Appearance and Figure, Sound and 
Voice, when God ſays, Let there be Light. An egregious 
Appearance and Figure indeed! But thus this great Man 
thought fit to play and triſle in the greateſt Affair. In 
the mean time he ſays not, as of created Beings, that the 
Word took his Subſtance, becauſe he did not think that 
the Subſtance or Perſon of the Son of God, but only his 
Operation was denoted by the name Word ; as ſhall be 
ſhewn hereafter. Nor could Tertullian believe, as we have 
noted before, that the Son of God then took his Sub- 
ſtance and Perſon, when God faid, Let there be Light; 
for God did not ſay, Let there be Light, before he had 
created the firſt Matter, and it is the very well known 
Opinion of Tertullian, that the Perſon of the Son of God 
is more antient than the firſt Matter, and that even the 
firſt Matter was made by him. In like manner under- 
ſtand him, when he calls his Proceſſion his perfect Narivi- 
ty, namely, as he is the Word. He was the perfect Spi- 
rit of God, and the perfect Reaſon of God from Eterni- 


ty; but then only was he made the perfect Word of 


God, when, as Tertullian thought, he proceeded in Voice 
and Sound from the Father to make all Things. Could 
there indeed be any Addition of true intrinſic Perfection 
to the eternal Reaſon of God? No ſure. For, as Tertul- 
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las ſays, * What is wiſer than the Reaſon of God ? I would 
alſo ſay, What can be more perfect than eternal Rea» 
ſon © | | 

12. As for thoſe Words of Tertullian 5 proceedi 
from whom he as made a Son], they are to be expounde 


after the ſame manner, as I have a little before explained 


his. Words upon the diſtin&t Perſonality of the Son. 


' Namely, that Proceſſion of the Logos from God the Fa- 


ther, with the word Fiat, to make the Creatures, was the 
Manifeſtation of his eternal Sonſhip -and Proceſſion from 


the Divine Mind. As he was the eternal Reaſon of God, 


he was of God, and the co-eternal Off- ſpring of his eter- 
nal Mind, and fince by this Proceſſion out of the Divine 


8 Mind, as Tertullian confeſſes, he had his Subſtance; it 


follows, that that eternal Proceſſion was properly called his 
Generation or Production, but the other Proceſſion, only, 


as I faid before, a Manifeſtation of the former. We don't 


produce here far fetcht and ſtrained Interpretations of Ter- 
tullian, but his own genuine Senſe. For that is Tertullian's 
own Axiom, which we have elſewhere cited: Every Ori- 
ginal is a Parent, and every Thing that proceeds from an Ori- 
ginal is a Sov. Now it is certain, according to Tertullian, 
that the Word, as it is the eternal Reaſon of God, had 
its Original according to its Subſtance, from God ; it was 
therefore, as the Reaſon of God, the Off-ſpring of God, 


as God was the Parent. Hence the ſame Tertullian faiths 


that the Word was God of God, as he was in the begin- 
ning, which Tertullian elſewhere interprets [abvays | with 
God. The Word of Life, fays he, was made Fleſh, who 
before as the Word only. In the beginning with God the 
Father, not, the Father with the Word. For though the 
Mord was God, yet was he in God, becauſe God of God, be- 
cauſe with the Father, in the Father. Where alſo he thence 
concludes, that he was God of God, as he always was 
with God, becauſe the Word is faid by Jobn to have been 


with God the Father, not the Father with the Word. 
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And he argues very well; for thoſe Words [and the Nord 
24s with God] plainly. ſhew, that the Word always ſub- 
ſiſted with God, and in God the Father, as his Principle 
and Author. * Again, he thus diſcourſes upon the ſame 
Words of John: „ For if theſe Words cannot be taken 
te otherwiſe, than as they are written, without doubt one 
&« is {ignified, who was from the beginning, another with 
c whom he was, one the Word of God, the other God; 
te though the Word alſo is God, not as the Father, but 


ce as the Son of God.” Here he ſhews/ that it is mani- 


feſtly ſaid by Jon that the Word of God was in the 
beginning with God, and God, as he is diſtinguiſh'd 
from the Father as the Son. But Tertullian himſelf, as we 
have ſhewn before, hath plainly confeſſed, that thoſe Words 
of John, [The Word was with God, and the Mord was 


God |, are to be underſtood of that State of the Word, in 


which he was from Eternity till his Proceſſion from the 
Father to make all Things. Hence in the ſame Chapter 
a little after he expreſsly ſays, That the Word was always the 
Son of God, ſurely, ſays he, the Son of God always, not he, 
whoſe Son he as. 95 ry Wks 
13, To make all theſe Things the clearer, it is v 
diligently to be obſerved, that Tertullian conſidered two 
Things in the Son, or Word of God, namely, his Sub- 
ſtance or Perſon, which he alſo calls his Body, and ſome- 
thing which is accidental to him. He makes the Sub- 
ſtance or Perſon of the Word, or Son of God, to be the 
Reaſon of God, or the Spirit af God; and he thinks that ex- 
ternal Utterance or Prolation, by which he came forth 
with Voice and Sound to adorn all Things, and for which 
he is moſt properly called the Word of God, is as a cer- 
tain Accident. Now he freely conſeſſes, that the Subſtance 
and Perſon of the Word, as he is the Reaſon of God, 
and his Spirit, is Eternal; although he affirms that he was 
made the Word of God from ſome beginning. His 


Words are clear, when having ited the place of Scripture, | 
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For 1who knows what Things are in God, bat the Spirit which 
is in God? He immediately adds: The Word is made 
« by the Spirit, and, if I may ſo fay, the Spirit is the 
«© Body of the Word. The Word therefore is both al- 
« ways in the Father, as he ſaith, I am in the Father; and 
« always with God, as it is written, The Word was with 
% God. Here from theſe two Hypotheſes, namely, that 
the Spirit is the Body of the Word, which Spirit is in 
God, and that that Spirit of God was always ind erernally 
itt God, (which latter Hypotheſis he manifeſtly under- 
ſtands, though he doth not expreſs it), he infers that the 
Word was always with God, and that againſt the Valen- 
tinians, as we ſhall ſee hereafter, who denied the Eternity 
of the Word. He elſewhere * calls the Spirit of God, here 
according to him the Body of the Word, the Subſtance of the 
Mord: We- affirm the Spirit to be the proper Sub- 
& ſtance of the Word, and Reaſon, and Power, by which 
et we have ſaid that God made all Things.” Now that 
Tertullian underſtood by the Body and Subſtance of the 
Word, the very Subſiſtence or Perſon of the Word, is 
very evident from his expreſs Words a little before the 
place cited + * For who, fays he, will deny that God 
« js Body, though he be Spirit? For Spirit is Body in 
e its Kind and Figure. But thoſe inviſible Things alſo; 
« whatſoever they are, have alſo their Body and Form 
* with God, by which they are viſible to God alone. 
c How much leſs then ſhall that be without Subſtance, 
te which is ſent forth from the Subſtance of God? What- 
cc ſoever therefore was the Subſtance of the Word, that I 
tc call Perſon, and challenge for it the Title of Song and 
4 whillt I own the Son, I maintain him to be the ſecond 


ac from the Father.” Here, by Body, Tertullian under- 


ſtands a ſolid Subſtance ſubſiſting by it (elf, diſtinct from 
thoſe Accidents, which are fleeting, tranſitory and ſucceſ- 


five, as Petavius himſelf hath rightly obſerved. So Ter- 
taullian does not allow any Thing to be incorporea}, be- 
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cauſe 
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cauſe the Subſtance is the Body of every Thing. From 
hence you may ſurely know in what Senſe Tertullian cal 
led the Reaſon of God, which was always with God, as 
being eternally begotten of the Divine Mind, the Sub- 
ſtance of the Word. Namely, by the Subſtance of the 
Word, (as he interprets himſelf), 5 altogether meant the 
. Subſiſtence of the Perſon of the Word. Therefore that is 
plainly falſe, which Petavius confidently affirms, name- 
ly. that Tertullian thought, That God brought forth from 
himſelf, and, as it were, embodied the Word, that is, gave him 
T hings of nothing, and uſed the Word for that Work, T won- 
der what Spectacles the Jeſuit uſed in reading this Author. 
For indeed Tertullian teaches the direct contrary, that is, 
that the Body, Subſtance, and Perſon of the Word was 
the eternal Reaſon, the eternal Spirit of God, to which at 
a certain time the name Mord was added, namely, then, 
when that Divine Perſon proceeded vocally from God to 
make the Univerſe. | ja 

134. Moreover, as in the place cited, Tertullian aſſerts, 
that the Spirit of God, which 1s the Body and Perſon of 
the Word, was eternally with God; ſo he very plainly 
teaches in another place, That that Spirit of God is a di- 
ſtin& Perſon from God, whoſe Spirit it is, and that as the 
Spirit of God. There he puts us in mind, that the one 
and the fame Perſon of the Son may be conſidered in two 
Reſpects; 4. e. as he is the Spirit of God, or a Divine 
Perſon having his Original eternally from God, who is a 
Spirit, and ſubſiſting in God; and as he is the Word. 
He fays plainly that the Word is nothing elſe but the 
Operation of that Spirit, and the Spirit the Subſtance and 
Perſon of the Word. For expounding that place of St. 
Lake, where mention is made of the Spirit coming down 
upon the Bleſſed Virgin, of the Son of God, (as Faſtin 
and other Antients before him had done), he writes thus : 
« 2 This Spirit of God muſt be the ſame as the Word. 
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« For as, when Jahn ſays, the Word as made Fleſh, un- tc 
& der the name Word we underſtand Spirit, fo here we G 
* acknowledge the Word under the name Spirit. For the th 
< Spirit is the Subſtance of the Word, and the Word is th 
< the Operation of the Spirit, and theſe two are one.” Ot 
Here, when he ſays, the Spirit is the Subſtance of the W 
Word, and the Word the Operation of the Spirit, and ni 
both one; it is plain from what has been ſaid before, that ca 
the Word is nothing elſe but the eternal Spirit of God, „ 
25 proceeding from God with Sound and Voice to make R 
the primigenial Light, and the other mundane Works, co 
1. e. that the ſame Perſon is underſtood under the name as 
Spirit, and the name Word, with this only Difference, W 
that he is called the Spirit of God, as he is a Divine Per- tru 
fon eternally ſubſiſting in God, and of God, who is a fre 
Spirit; but the Word, as he is a Spirit operating, or as he pe! 
came forth from God, when he pleaſed with Sound and wi 
Voice (according to Tertullian) to make this World. A 
little after the Words alledged he affirms expreſsly, that the in 
Word of God, as he is the Spirit of God, is a Perſon di- oth 
ſtinct from God, whoſe Spirit he is: * As the Word Let 
of God therefore, is not the very Perſon, whoſe he is; ea 
« ſo neither is the Spirit, though called God, the very | and 
« Perſon, whoſe he is ſaid to be. Nothing of any Per- cc |] 
« ſon's, is that, whoſe it is. Plainly, when any Thing * 
« is from him, and fo his, whilſt from him, it may be 6c t 
cc ſome ſuch Thing, as he is, from whom it is, and whoſe 1 
« it is. And therefore the Spirit is God, and the Word «x 
ec js God; but not that very Perſon from whom it is. «c 
cc Becauſe God is, as it were, the Subſtance or Subſtratum ce f 
cc of God, he can't be that fame Perſon God; but thus « q 
« far God, as he is of the Subſtance of that God, who is cc 4 
« the Subſtratum, and as a certain Portion of the whole.” | je 
Here, I ſay, Tertullian clearly teaches, that the Spirit of cc JN 
God is the Subſtance [of the Word], nay, that the Spirit 9 
of God, although ſuch, as God the Father, whoſe Spirit « V 


he is, i. e. of the ſame Subſtance with him, is yet in 
Perſon diſtingt from the Father, Now a Diſtinction is 
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to be obſerved in theſe Words: 4s therefore the Mord of 
God, is not the Perſon, whoſe it is, ſo neither the Spirit, For 
this is as much as if Tertullian had faid : He who is called 
the Son of God, is different from God the Father, not 
only as he is the Word, but as he is the Spirit of God, 
which he was before he was made Fleſh, yea, from Eter- 
nity. We have before explained in what Senſe Terrullian 


called the Son of God, the Spirit and Word, a part of | 


the whole, namely, of the Divine Eſſence. Now ler the 
Reader diligently attend to what Tertullian has diſcourſed 
concerning the two-fold Conſideration of the Son of God, 
as he is the Spirit and Reaſon of God, and as he is the 
Word of God, if ever he deſires clearly to underſtand the 
true Senſe and Meaning of that obſcure Doctor. For 
from this Diſtinction carefully obſerved, he will eafily 
perceive the Senſe of many Sayings in Tertullian, which 
will otherwiſe certainly gravel him. 5 


15. To ſpeak out the whole Matter, Tertullian has here 


in ſome ſort uſed the Terms of the Yalentinians, and the 
other Gnaſtics, though his Sentiment is really Catholic. 
Let not the Reader believe me, but Tertullian, who re- 
jects the Dreams of the Yalentinians concerning the Word, 
and aſſerts the orthodox Doctrine in theſe expreſs Words: 
« If any one ſhall think by this, that I introduce ſome 
« Projection, or Bringing forth of one bag, of ano- 
ce ther, as Valentinus did, producing out of his Aon one 
« Aon after another; firſt I muſt fay, May not Truth 
« therefore uſe that Word, that Thing, — 

« cauſe Hereſy uſes it? Nay, rather Hereſy borrowed it 
« from the Truth to bolſter up her own Lie. The Word 
cc of God was brought forth, was it not ? Stop here then, 
« as I do. If he was brought forth, underſtand the Pro- 
c jection, the bringing farth of Truth, and let Hereſy 
< look to it, in what ſhe has ap'd, the Truth. But 
* now it is askt how we uſe this Something, and the 
Word expreſſing it: Valentinus divides and ſeparates his 
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& Projections or Births from their Author, yea, places 


te them at ſuch a Diſtance from him, that the Æon knows 


t not the Father, laſtly, deſires to know him, but can- 
* not ; nay, is almoſt abſorbed and diſſolved into ano- 
cc ther Subſtance. . With us the Son alone knows the Fa- 
cc ther, and himſelf laid open the Mind of the Father, 
* hath heard and ſeen all Things with the Father, and 
cc ſpeaks thoſe Things, which he is commanded by the 
« Father. He hath nor done his own, but. his Father's 
« Will, which he knew immediately, yea, from the Be- 
cc ginning: For who knows the Things of God, but the 


4 Spirit of God, which is in him. Now the Word was 


cc formed by the Spirit, and if I may fo ſpeak, the Spirit 


cc js the Body of the Word. The Word therefore is 


& both always in the Father, as he faith, I am in the Fa- 
cc ther; and always with God, as it is written, Aud the 
&« Mord was with God. And never ſeparate, or another 
« from the Father, For I and the Father are one. The 
cautious Man thought that what he had diſcourſed before 
of the Vocal bringing forth of the Word, was not the 
common Sentiment of Catholics, nay, as is ſaid before, 
he hath almoſt confeſſed ſo much in the fame place. He 
foreſaw there would be ſome. who would reject that Diſ- 


putation of his as Heterodox, and not ſar from the Fables 


of the Yalentinians ; and therefore he makes this Defence. 
And indeed no one Thing ſeems more like another, than 


that ſaying of Tertullian, God was not Verbal from the Be- 
ginning, to that Revery of Valentinus, who aſſerts that Sige, 


or Silence was in the beginning with God, but afterward 
that the Logos, Voice or Sound of God did, as it were, 
break forth. Whence Jrenexs, (according to Tertullian 
himſelf), the moſt curious Examiner of all Doctrines, ab- 
ſolutely rejects it as a mere Fable of Valentinus, that the 
bringing forth of the Word of God is like the bringing 
forth — che Word of Man by the Tongue. But yet the 
Error of the Valentiniaus concerning this vocal and ſound- 
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ing Prolation, or bringing forth the Word of God, had 
ſuch an Appearance of Truth, from the Propriety of the 
word Logos given to the Son in the Scripture, and from 
that fayourable Paſſage of Gencſis, ch. i. v. 3. that we are 
not to admire, if ſqqme caſily allowed ir to the HValentiniant, 
and even embraced it themſelves, who at the ſame time 
would not ſo eaſily ſuffer themſelves to be led out of the 
Path of the Catholic Tradition, concerning the main of the 
Doctrine of the Son of God. Of this Number I reckon 
Tertullian to be one. 


16. For in the place cited he publicly profeſſes, that in 


the main he utterly, abhorred the Yalentinian Fictions. To 


ſhew this, he explains their Notion, and oppoſes his own 
to it. The Yalentmians placed at aà great diſtance and ſepa- 
rated moſt of their ons, and eſpecially the Word, from 
the ſupreme Father, hoth in Nature, Knowledge, and Time. 
(I.) In Nature. For of all the ons begotren by Bythus 
Depth, and Sige Silence, they only allowed Vun or Mind 


to be perfect. They ſaid (according to [reners), that 


Sige, or Silence, having conceiveds brought forth Nun or 
Mind, alike and equal to the Parent, and alone containing the 
Greatneſs of the Father, As for the Logos, or Word, whom 
they placed after the Nis, and as Jrenens ſpeaks, in the 
third Rank of Generation, they expreſsly affirmed that he 
was an imperfect, nay, a blind Aon. This the ſame Jre- 
næus witneſſeth: So greatly erring from right Rea- 
« ſon concerning the Truth, as to ſay that the Word, 
« which was ſent forth from the Mind of the ſupreme 
&* Father was degraded in his Emiſſion; for that Nas or 
« Mind being perfect, begotten of the perfect Byihus, or 
* Depth, could not now make the Emiſſion from her per- 
c fe, but blind concerning the Knowledge and Great- 
<« neſs of the Father, and that our Saviour had given us 
«« a Symbol of this Myſtery in him who, was born, Blind.“ 
And a little after : “ How, ye vain Sophilts |. did the 
„Mind of the Father, yea, the Father, for he is Mind 
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ct and Perfect in all Things, ſend forth his Word an im- 
c perfect and blind Aon, when he could immediately 
&« with him ſend forth the Knowledge of the Father? 
(2.) The Yalentinians did conſequently aſſert that moſt of 
their ons differ d from the ſupreme Father in Know- 
ledge. They taught that every Aon only knew his im- 
mediate Father, and therefore that Vin or Mind could on- 
ly know the ſupreme Father, as being only immediately 
begotten of him. Thus renews + * «© They ſay every one 
<« of the Æons are ſent forth, and only know him, who 
tc ſent them forth, not knowing the Aon before him. 
What they have particularly ſpoken of the Ignorance of 
the Word, I have ſhewn already. (3.) LZaſth, The Va- 
lentinians made moſt of the ons different in time from 
the ſupreme Father. The firſt Pair, Bythus and Sige, they 
made Eternal. They ſaid Nis or Monogenes, the Father 
of their Logos, had a beginning, in this following their 
Progenitors the Nicolaitans and Cerinthians, as we have 


ſhewed before from [reneus. Now Tertullian, with Irene- 


us and all Catholics, plainly rejects all theſe Things as He- 
retical, and ſhews under ſeveral Heads, that his Doctrine 
of the bringing forth of the Son is contrary to the Valenti- 
nian Fictions. For, ſays he, we aſſert, (I.) That the Word 
or Son of God is not different from, but one with the Fa- 
ther in Nature and Subſtance. (2.) Thar, as to his Know- 
ledge, he is in the Boſom of his Father, and therefore 
only immediately. knew him, and diſcovered his Mind; 


(3.) Thar, as to his Age, he was always perſenally ſub- 


fiſting with God the Father; for the Body, Subſtance 
and Perſon of the Word is that Spirit of God, which 
eternally ſubſiſts in and from God, which ſometime pro- 
ceeded from God with the word Fiat, to make the Crea- 
tures, and was therefore called the Word of God. The 
Valentinians ſaid that the Word was ſo brought forth in 
Voice and Sound, that it was not a Perſon at all (if it 
ever was one) before it was brought forth. On the other 
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hand Tertullian teaches, that the Word had his own Body, 


his own Subſtance and Perſon, and that Eternal, namely , 
that Spirit of God, which is, and always was in God. 
Who is there that does not of himſelf obſerve that theſe 
Propoſitions of Tertullian are like ſo many Oppoſitions to 
the Blaſphemies of Arius, as well as Yalentinus ? For theſe 
three Points; (1.) That the Word or Son of God is of a 


different Nature and Subſtance from the Father, (2.) And 


therefore can't perſectly know the Father; (3.) Zaſth, 


That he did not always exiſt and ſubſiſt with the Father; 


theſe, I ſay, are the chief Heads of the Arian Hereſy, all 


which Tertullian with the Catholic Church hath expreſsly 


condemned in the Yalentiniaus. Let not the Ariaus there- 
fore hereafter boaſt of their Advocate Tertullian. 
17. J will conclude this long; but neceſſary Diſquiſi- 
tion concerning the Faith and Opinion of Tertullian, by 
adding two other Teſtimonies to thoſe very clear ones pro- 
duced before. One of them is in the ſame Book againſt 
Praxeas : * « Moreover it is neceſſary to believe God Im- 
« mutable and Inconvertible; as being Eternal. But a 
« Tratisfiguration is the Deſtruction of what was beſore. 
« For every Thing that is transfigured into another, ceaſes 
6: to be what it was, and begins to be what it was nor ; 
ce but God neither ceaſes to be, nor can be any Thin 
« elſe. Now the Word is God.” Tertullinn expreſsly 
teaches, that the Word of God, as it is God, is immuta- 
ble and eternal, never ceaſed to be what it was, nor began 
to be what it was not. Now if the Son of God from his 
Prerogative (to uſe Tertulllan's Expreſſion) of Immutahili- 
ty and Eternity, as he is God, never could begin to be 
what he was not, much leſs can he ſimply begin to be, 
who before never was: Beſides, if any one ſhould endea- 
vour to elude the Force of this Teſtimony, by ſaying that 
ſuch an Eternity is here underſtood, as has no End, but 
had a Beginning, he may eaſily be refuted from this Place. 
Tertullian expreſsly ſpeaks of ſuch an Eternity, as is a ne- 
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ceſſary Attribute of the Divine Nature, as ſuch ; or neceſ- 
farily to be attribured to God, as God : And he attri- 
butes this Eternity ro the Word, becauſe God. It is ne- 
ceſſary, ſays he, to believe God Immutable, as being Eternal, — 
Now the Word is God. But the Eternity of God is an 
Eternity every way, an abſolute one, ſuch as Tertullian 
deſcribes : * How can we ſet God lower than Eternity? What 
other State of Eternity, than ahvays to have been, and always 
to continue, by the Priviledge of neither Beginning nor End. 
Laſtly, Tertullian's Argument in the place cited manifeſtly 
depends upon this general Suppoſition, That all the eſſen- 
tial Divine Attributes, all which agree to God the Father 


as God, without regard to the Relation of Son to Father, 


or Father to Son, are common to Father and Son. But all 
confeſs that to have been always, and to continue always, 
is an abſolutely neceſſary Attribute of the Divine Eſſence, 
as ſuch. And, Good God ! how repugnant are all theſe 
Things to the Tenets of the Arians, on whoſe Side Tertwl- 
lian is reported to have been by ſome. Further, from 
hence we certainly know that, when Tertullian ſaid, that 
the eternal Reaſon of God, the eternal Wiſdom, the eter- 
nal Spirit began to be moved in God towards the Creati- 
on, (as alſo he ſaid that God the Father employed his 
Strength, and laboured in it), that he proceeded from God 
with Voice and Sound, and the like; hence, I ſay, it is 
plain, that all choſe Things were ſpoken by him in a Senſe 
not repugnant to the eternal Immutability of the Divine 
Perſon, by thoſe Names ſignified ; that is, fo as that the 
Reaſon, Wiſdom and Spirit of God, was not to be thought 
either to have ceaſed to be what it was, or begun to be 
what it was not, or either got or loſt, if I may ſo ſpeak, 
any internal Perfection. In the beginning the name Word 
was added to the Son of God (according to Tertullian); 
nay, he was then declared the Son of God, then alſo the 
Title of Creator was added to the Father. The Son work- 


ing externally cauſed thoſe Things to begin to be, which 


I 
. 5 1 


p. 224. 
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were 


| * not; and the Father alſo work'd with the Son, and 
by him. Nothing is by this intrinſically added to, or 
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taken from either of them; for both are the ſame Eternal, 
and Immutable Gd. - 

19. Another Teſtimony we have in the poetic Books 
againſt Marcion. Theſe Books, according to Pamelins, * 
are certainly Tertullian s, nor do I ſee any Thing of Mo- 
ment, that is objected againſt him by others. See Pame- 
liuss Argument upon the firſt Book. Indeed a Man of 
any Judgment and Knowledge in Tertullian's Writings, 
may eaſily himſelf find his Senſe and Words in many 
places. Thus the Author ſpeaks concerning the Son of 
God: * This God, this very Man, who ſpoke the 


© Truth, the Principle from the Father, Light begotten 


ce of Light, Spirit, and Word, Power under the Image 
cc of the Father, was always in the Father united in 


Glory and Time. Here, as in the Book againſt Praxe- 


as, he expreſsly ſays, that the Spirit and Word of God 
was always with the Father, adding, that he was united 
to the Father in Glory and Time. Now this Teſtimony 
cited alſo by the Reverend Gardiner, Saudiusꝭ thus en- 


deavours to elude in what he calls his Reſponſory Epiſtle to 


him: Theſe Words ſeem to have been written after the Cuun- 
cil of Nice, becauſe the Author ſays, Light begotten of Light. 
Would the Sophiſt perſuade us, that no Body before the 
Nicene Fathers faid that the Son was begotten of the Fa- 
ther as Light of Light? Now there is ſcarce any Aute- 
Nicene antient Catholic Writer, who hath not this Simi- 
litude, nor could Sandius be ignorant of it. But this Form 


of ſpeaking is eſpecially familiar with Tertullian. To omit 


other places, thus he ſpeaks in his Apologetic: 4 We alſo 
aſcribe to the Word, and Reaſon, and Power, by which we ſaid 
God made all Things, the Spirit as his proper Subſtance. A 
little after in the ſame place he adds: The Spirit is ſo from 


| the Spirit, and God from God, as Light is kindled by Light. 


Præf. in opera Tertullian, Tom. 4. 2 p, 638. 3 In Ap- 
pendice ad Nucl, p. 100, + p. 19. 
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Indeed from comparing theſe Places you may eaſily find, 
that the ſame Perſon was the Author of the Verſes and the 
Apologetic. In the Apologetic the Son of God is called 
both God and the Word, and Light, and Power, and Spi- 
rit, and all the ſame Names (which you'll ſcarce find 
heaped together in any other Author) concur in this place 
of the Verſes. You read in the Apologetic, Light kindled 
from Light; in the Verſes, Light begotten of Light. Thus 
1 hope I have at length explained Tertullian's Opinion of 
the Eternity of the Son largely, and, as far as the Obſcu- 
rity of the Author permitted, plainly. From all which it 
is manifeſt how bly Petavius (according to Cuſtom) 
pronounced, As for the Eternity of the Ward, it is plain 
Tertullian did not acknowledge it. The contrary is to me 
manifeſt, and, I think, to my Reader too, after ſo many 
clear Teſtimoyies cited by me; unleſs (which I don't be- 
lieve) Petævius quibbled with the term Word. For Ter- 
zullian indeed teaches, that the Son of God was made and 
denominated the Word from ſome Beginning, namely then, 
when he went out from God the Father with the Word 
Fiat to ſet the World in Order. But I alſo think I have 
ſufficiently ſhewn, that Tertullian believed that Perſon, 
which is called the Word and Son of God, to be Eter- 
nal. i | | 

20. Latlantins is the only remaining Perſon to be con- 
ſulted. Since his Opinion is of no great Value, we ſhall 


* « Tertullian is the chief Evidence in all Ante-Nicene Antiquity, on 
hon the Defenders of the ſcholaſtic Notion w . for their Explication 
« of the Trinity, Anſwer to the Queries, p. 98. The Defenders of the 
ſcholaſtic Notion muſt be the Orthedox, whether they are, or will be, or 
not. Biſhop Bull was one of them, and though he found it ſo difficult 
to ſettle Tertullian among the Evidence for his Notion, our Author 
with one ſircke of his Pen has done it. Petavius, Sandius, Chrke, Cc. 
have placed him every where, but where the Biſhop has. Nay, this 
very Man hgs dealt with him to ſpeak on his [ide of the Queſtion, All 
* the Labour of the preceding Diſquijiticn has been to excuſe him from 
groſs Hereſy, Tnconfiſtency, and Phantaſy, to ſhew that he is not neceſ- 
farily cor trary to himſelf, cr to us, though it be often difficult to find 
out what his real Senſe is, Si quid recte curatum velis, huic Homini 
committas, ; 


28 have 
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have the leſs to ſay upon him. He was a Rhetorician ra- 
ther than a Divine, and never bore any Character among 
the Doctors of the Church. Nay, if we may judge of 
him by thoſe Pieces of his that have come to our Hands, 
his late Poſterity, he was very ignorant in the Holy Scrip- 
tures and Eccleſiaſtical Doctrine. This was the Reaſon 
of his falling into the moſt groſs Errors, not to be ex- 
cuſed in a Catechumen, not only in this Queſtion, but 
alſo in other principal Heads of Religion. To give a Ca- 


neration of the Son, in which he proceeded, and was, as 
it were, born of the Father to make the Univerſe (con- 
cerning which it is likely he had read ſomething in the 
Chriſtian Authors) for his true Production and Procreati- 
on. Beſides, I think I may ſay the Places cited from 
Tactantius concerning the Generation or the Son, and 

principally blamed by Petavius and other learned Men, are 
either adulterated by Heretics ; or certainly ſome, Heretic 
impoſed upon Lactantius himſelf. Indeed Mſtus Betuleiug 
has ſuſpected that he has not had fair Dealing in one of 
them, in his Notes upon that Chapter at the end. This 
at leaſt is certain, that there are ſome Things, we now 
read in the Chapter, contrary to the Doctrine of the 


fore no wonder, if he falſely took the Nee Ge- 


A Chapter immediately following, and ſome. other Paſſages 
| we (Ka cited, as we ſhall ſhew hercafter.- It ix aſtoniſh- 
ing how contradiftory Lactantius is to himſelf, Book 2, 
4 Chap. 9. * (if it be Lattantins who wrote it). Near the 
e beginning of the Chapter you have theſe Words: & Ag 
r &« the Mother did in an unparallelled Manner bring forth 
# & her Maker ; fo 1s the Father to be believed ineffably to 
0 « have begotten one Co- eternal. He was born of the 
is « Mother, who was before; of the Father, who ſome- 
{lt ge time was not. Let Faith embrace, not Reaſon ſearch it 
22 ce out, leaſt puzzled in her Enquiry ſhe think it incredi- 
4 « ble, or having found it out, believe it no more than 
ini 
f # Lactant. lib, 2. c. p. Lib. 4. c. 8S. p. 82. 
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talogue of them now would be too long. There is there- 
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tion, ſeventy Years older than his, and, as he fays, very 
correctly publiſh'd, was read | aliquando non 8 inſtead 
of | aliquando non fuit | who never was not, inſtead of, who 


ſome time as not. Now let any one reconcile theſe Words 


with thoſe that follow. The Paragraph indeed is want- 


ing in ſome Manuſcripts. But he plays with this Myſtery 


after much the ſame manner in another place, where there 
is no Suſpicion of Interpolation: * For he, God the Fa- 
« ther, the Original and Principle of Things, becauſe 
« without Parents, is very truly called by Triſmegiſtus 
« without Father, and without Mother, becauſe born of 
« none. Therefore alſo the Son muſt be born twice, 
ce that he might be without Father, and without Mother. 
« For in the firſt, Spiritual Nativity, he was without Mo- 
<« ther, becauſe begotten by God the Father alone, with- 
« qut the Office of a Mother; but in the ſecond, Carnal 
Nativity, be was without Father, conceived in the 
“ Virgin's Womb, without the Office of a Father. 

21. In that ninth Chapter of the ſecond Book follows a 
long Diſputation concerning the two Principles, one of 
Good, the other of Evil, which favours rankly of Man- 
cheiſmz. For he ſays there, That God in the beginning 
« made Good and Evil; that he made the World conſiſt- 
« ing of Things contrary, and diſagreeing among them- 
« ſelves: That he therefore before all Things, made two 
Principles of Things oppoſite and contrary to one ano- 
ce ther; namely, two Spirits, a good one, and a bad one; 
« of which one is, as it were, on the Right-hand of God, 
« and the other on the Left; that he made the Devil, the 
“Inventor of Evil; and when he made him, gave him 


A 


AQ A 


A 
A 


ee might have in him a depraved Will and Wickedneſs in 
« Perfection; that he would have every Thing: contrary 
« to his dwn Virtues ariſe in him, and would that he 


— — 


p. 330. 


more 


Wit and Subtlety to contrive what is Evil, that he 


« (ſhould contend with him, whether the one could do 
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« more Good, or the other more Evil; Lach, That he 
« freely aſſigned ro the Devil a Power over his 
« Things.” Theſe, I fay, are either the very Doctrines 


of Mares, or are ſtrongly tinctured with it. I'm ſure 
the Author, whoever he was, learned not theſe Notions 


of any Catholic Doctor, (the Catholic Church always 
condemned them), but borrowed them from Heretics. 
And from what Hereſy, I pray, except from that of the 
Manichæes? Theſe} Words are indeed wanting in ſome 
Manuſcripts ; but then there are in this ſame place ſuch 
Things in all Manuſcriprs, as come near to /4anicheiſm, 


but are very remote from Catholic Doctrine. For after 


the Author had ſaid that he would explain the Cauſe and 
Beginning of Evils, theſe Words, by the conſent of all 
Copies follow : God, who was moſt prudent to con- 
« trive, and diligent to execute, beſore he began this Work 


c of the World, ſince the Fountain of compleat and per- 


ce fect Good was in him, as it always is, ſo that from 
cc this Good aroſe, as it were, a River, and ſpread it ſelf 
ce far, produced a Spirit like himſelf, who was endowed 


cc with the Powers of God the Father. Then he made 


ce another, in which was nothing of the Divine Race, 
« Therefore he was infected with Envy, as with a Poi- 
&« ſon, paſſed from good to bad, and by his own Will, 


cc which he had free from God, took to himſelf a contra- 


ce ry Name. For he envied his Predeceſſor, who was ap- 
ce proved and dear to God the Father for his Perſeverance. 
c This Spirit from good, of himſelf became bad, the 
&« Greeks call him a:z&oacv, we Criminatorem, (the Accue 
ce ſer), becauſe he informs before God concerning thoſe 
« Crimes, to which he tempts us.” Then, omittin 

what we faid was wanting in ſome Books, theſe Wards 
are added: «© God dern le when he began the Creati- 
te on ſet that firſt and greateſt Son of his over the whole 
« Work. Here he firſt teaches, that the Son of God, 


and that Spirit, which became Evil ſoon after his Creation, 


were both alike produced by God, before he began the 
Work of the Creation, though he confeſſes the Son to be 
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prior to that Spirit both in Dignity, and Time. Then he 
ſignifies and that not obſcurely, that the great Angel, cal- 
led the Devil was exempted out of the Order of Creatures 
made by the Son; that both the Son of God, and the 
Devil, were made by God only, neither of them by the 
other; that the Son indeed was prior to, but not the Cre- 
ator of the Devil. Now which of the Catholic Doctors 
ever taught thus before him ? Zafily, When about to ex- 
plain the cauſe of Good and Evil; he ſays that that firſt 
Spirit was produced by God, the moſt prudent to contrive, 
and the moſt diligent to execute, with this purpoſe, that 
a River, as it were, ſhould ariſe from the Fountain of good, 
and ſhould ſpread it ſelf far, namely, to the Creatures; and 
then that God made another Spirit called the Devil; he 
ſeems to me to hint that that -other Spirit was made by 
God with a quite contrary Purpoſe, namely, that a River 
' of Evils alſo might flow as from a Fountain from that 
Spirit, whom God, though he had given him free Will, 
knew weuld deviate from Good to Evil. What is this, T 
beſeech you, but Manichæiſin in Perfection? Moreover ſome 
of theſe Impieties, which are wanting, as we before faid 
in certain Manuſcripts, are to be found in other places of 
Lactantius by the conſent of all Copies. Thus: When 
6 God was about to make Man, to whom he would pro- 
« poſe Virtue for the Conduct of his Life, by which he 
$ might attain Immortality, he made Good and Evil, 
ce that ſo there might be Virtue.” We have a parallel 
Place to this in theſe Words: * For God would not that 
„ Man ſhould arrive at immortal Bliſs without Labour, 
« therefore when he was about to give us Virtue, he firſt 
& cave us an Adverfary, to put into the Minds of Men 
« [ uſt and Vice, to be the Author of Error, and the 
« Projector of all Evil; that as God calls Men to Life, 
« ſo he, on the contrary, might lead and hurry them ro 
« Death.” Again: Becauſe the ſupreme God cannot 
s be reſiſted, he hath freely aſſign'd ro the Devil a Pow- 
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c er over good.” Again, the fame Thing is ſaid, name- 
ly, that God from the beginning gave the Devil a Power over 
the Earth. And a little after in the ſame Place the Devil 

is called, That exceeding deceitful Governonr of the Earth. 

22. How inſipid, ridiculous, and abſurd is what we 
read, Chap. 8. Book. 4. * The Holy Scriptures, ſays he, 
& teach, that the Son of God is the Word of God, and 
e that the other Angels are the Spirits of God. For the 
& Word is the Spirit or Breath brought forth in a ſigni- 
« ficative Sound. Bur yet, ſince the Spirit, or Breath, 
cc and the Word are brought forth by different Parts, for 
<« the Spirit proceeds from the Noſtrils, the Word from 
ce the. Mouth, there is great difference between this Son 


& of God, and the other Angels. For they went forth 


« from God ſilent Spirits, who were created, and not to 
ce deliver the Doctrine of God, but to miniſter : But he, 
ce though he be a Spirit, proceeded with Voice and Sound 
cc out of the Mouth of God.” Here forſooth, he teaches 


that the Nature of the Son and other Angels is the ſame, 


that both of them are Spirits, ſent forth from the Sub- 
ſtance of God, with this difference, that the Son pro- 
ceeded out of the Mouth, they out of the Noſtrils of 
| God; he with a Voice and Sound, they tacitly. Here 
again is Manicheiſm. For the Manichees aſſerted, that not 
only Angels, but alſo the Souls of Men, at leaſt of good 
Men flow'd from the Subſtance of God. But what Ca- 


tholic Doctor before Laftantins, philoſophiz'd thus? None. 


Nay, Lactantius might have learnt a better Leſſon from 
Tertullian, whom he had read. If, ſays he, the Divine 
Monarchy adminiſter'd by ſo many Legions, and Hoſts of An- 
gels, as it is written, an hundred thouſand Myriads ſtood 
by him, and a thouſand A4yriads ſtood before him, does it 
not therefore ceaſe to be of one, (0 as to ceaſe to be a Monar- 
cl, becauſe adminiſter d by ſo many thouſand Powers? How 
is it that God ſhould ſeem to be divided in the Son and Ho- 
ty Spirit, who have the ſecond and third places ¶ in the Di- 
8 315. 2 Auzuſt, de. Hæreſ. c, 46. 2 Tertull, p. o:. 
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vinity] and are fo Partakers of the Father's Subſtance, when 


fo different from the Subſtance of the Father ? He teaches. 
that the Son and Holy Spirit are Partakers of the Sub- 


ſtance of God the Father, but that Angels, how great ſo- 
ever, are altogether different from the divine Subſtance. 


Wherefore, as I ſaid, we mult altogether determine either 


that thoſe Places in the Writings of Lactautius, have been 


corrupted by ſome Heretic, or that Lactantius himſelf was 


infected with Hereſy. If the former, then they are not 


truly attributed to him; if the latter, his Teſtimony is 


juſtly to be rejected. ho 
23. In the mean time, there are ſome Foot-ſteps of the 


Sound and Catholic Doctrine of the Son's Eternity in 


 Lattantins, where, by the Conſent of all Books, both Prin- 


ted and ASS. he ſpeaks himſelf, namely, Book. 4. Ch. 9. 


There in the very beginning of the Chapter, after he, in 


the End of the preceeding Chapter, had cited the Text of 
the Evangeliſt John, Ch. 1. v. 1. according to the vulgate 


Latin Verſion in that Age (as it is probable) proceeds thus. 
But the Greeks uſe the Word Logos more properly than 
ze the Word Verbum, or Sermo. For Logos both ſignifies 


the Word and the Reaſon, becauſe he is the Voice and Wiſdom 
of God. Here Lactantius manifeſtly imitates the Words and 


Senſe of Tertullian, with whoſe Writings, it is certain, he 
was acquainted. Tertullian, as we have feen, had obſerved 
the twofold Signification of Logos, which Lattantins here 
obſerves. Tertullian ſaid upon that Place of Jom, where it 
is written, In the Beginning was the Logos, and the Logos 
was with God; that the Greek Word Logos was better ren- 
der'd in Latin, the Reaſon than the Word; and Lactantius 
ſays the ſame. Tertullian confeſſes, That the Logos, as it is 
the Reaſon of God, was in the Beginning, and even from 
Eternity. Now, who wou'd not eaſily believe, that La- 
ctantias, uſing the fame Diſtinction, intended the fame 
Thing? He is, fays he, the Son of God, and the Word of 


3 I®F0 


God, 


be is not divided in a Number of ſo many Angeli, and thoſe 
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God, and the Reaſon of Goch and the Voice, and Wiſdom of 


God; and it is more 2 ſaid in that place of John, that 


the Reaſon and Wiſdom of God, was in the Begoming, and 


with God, than that the Word, and Voice was ſo, For the 
Word and Voice was not the Son of God, before it proceeded 
vocally from the Father to make all Things; but the Reaſon 
and Wiſdom of God was ſo eternally, Now theſe Things 
are contrary to thoſe which either Lactantius himſelf, or 
ſome other Perſon had diſputed in the preceeding Chapter. 
For, if the Greek Word Logos doth better expreſs the Name 
of the Son than the Latin Words Sermo, or Verbum, be- 
cauſe it ſignifies both the Word and Reaſon; if the Son 
of God be not only the Word of God, but alſo the Rea- 
ſon of God, not only the Voice, but alſo the Wiſdom of 
God; and if he is rather to be defined the Reaſon and 
Wiſdom of God than the Voice, or Word of God; then 
all the whole preceeding Diſſertation falls to rhe Ground, in 
- which the Son of God is deſcribed, as the mere vocal Spi- 
rit, or Breath of God, then made a Perſon, when uttered, 
or brought forth. Laſtly, If the Son be the very Reaſon 


and Wiſdom of God, then he is Eternal, otherwiſe the 


Father is not Eternal, becauſe God the Father never was 
without his Reaſon and Wiſdom ; which Argumentation 
we have above ſhewn, how far it 1s firm and valid. Nor 
have J in vain ſaid, Otherwiſe the Father is not Eternal; for 
Ladtantius ſeems not to have ſpoken cautiouſly, if indeed 
piouſly, of the Eternity of God the Father. He reaches, 
That the Principle of the Exiſtence of God the Father of 


all, cannot be comprehended by us; but that it muſt be de- 
termin'd, that he hath a Principle of Exiſtence. Whoſe. 
c (God the Father's) Power, ſays he, cannot be eſtimated, 


« nor Greatneſs known, nor Beginning or Principle com- 
c - prehended ; for as much as, when the Intention of the Hu- 
« mane Mind, its Quickneſs, and Memory is come up to 


cc him, as tho' its ways of acting were conſum d, or ex- 


c hauſted, or withdrawn, it ſtands ſtill, pauſes, and fails, 


2.32. 
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e nor can proceed any further. But fince it cannot be, 
ce but that that which is, muſt have ſometime begun to 
« be; it follows that, ſince nothing was before him, he 
tc muſt be begotten of himſelf before all Things. Who 
now would expect a ſound Judgment of the Eternity of 
the Son from him, who has wrote ſo fooliſhly of the Erer- 
nity of God the Father? It may ſuffice then to have ſaid 
thus much concerning the Doctrine of Lactautiut. 
24. Thus, at length, have we diligently examined the 
Opinion of the A4zte-Nicene Fathers, concerning the Co- 
Eternity of the Son; and abundantly demonſtrated (if we 
are not much deceived) the ſeveral Theſes in this Se ction 
ropos'd. From all which it is plain, that is true which 
the Learned Si/mnins pronounced concerning the Doctors 
of the Church, who fouriſh'd before the Diviſion in it, 
that is, before the Riſe of the Arian Controverſy ; name- 
I” T hat they avoided the attributing to the Son of God any 
eginning of Exiſtence, becauſe they held him to be Co-eternal + 
with the Father. T have cited more than twenty Catholic ap- 
prov'd Doctors of the Church, of the three firſt Ages, who, 
all of them clearly and plainly acknowledge the Son's Co- 
Eternity. I have ſhewn alſo, that the contrary Doctrine 
was condemn'd by the Synod of Biſhops aſſembled at Rome, 
in the Cauſe of Diony//us Alexandrinus. The other Ante- 
Nicene Writers, except Lattamins, (whoſe Judgment we 
have prov'd to be worth nothing) are theſe ſix, Athenago- 
ras, Tatian, Theophilus Antiochenus, Hippolitus, Novatian, 
or the Author of the Book concerning the Trinity a- 
mong Tertullian's Works, and Tertullian himſelf. Of theſe, 
the five former have indeed imagined the Progreſſion of 
the Son from the Father, to make all Things, to be a cer- 
rain Generation of him, but yet have ſtudiouſly avoided 
the attributing to him a Beginning of Exiſtence ; andallof 
them have puþlickly profeſs'd, That the Logos was eternally 
with God the Father. Laſih, Tertullian went off from 


* The Biſhop ſeems here to have uh oh Lactantius too c oſe, and to 
require Philoſophical Accuracy, where he only talks in a popular Strain. 
„ Socrazes. lib, 5. Cc. 10. p. 219. f Tura leber 


the 
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the Church to Hereſy, and is therefore more juſtly to 
reckon'd among Heretics than Eccleſiaſtical Doctors. But 
he, notwithſtanding, afrer many and various Windings, 
and very fooliſh Niceties, at length fat down and acquieſc'd 
in the common (as he calls it) that is, the Catholic Notion ; 
and expreſly affirm'd againſt the Yalentinians, the Fore-run- 
ners of Arius, That the Word always was, and ſubſiſted with 
God the Father. The famous Szſinnius, of great Know- 
ledge in the Scriptures, the Heathen and Eccleſiaſtical 
Writers, as Sozomen. witneſſeth, had, without doubt, ſeen 
and read many other Monuments of the Antients, ſuch as 
Quadratus, Ariſtides, Miltiades, Melito, &c. now loſt. Now 
he, who was ſo well furniſh'd with the manifold Reading of 
the Antients, boldly aſſerted, what he was alſo ready to 
prove againſt the Arians; namely, That thoſe Antients com- 
monly taught, That the Son of God was Co- eternal with 
his Father. So much for this: Let us now proceed tothe 
reſt, by the help of the eternal Word, and Son of God. 


2 Sozom. Lib. 7. e. 1 P. 583. 
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